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TO CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


TUESDAY, MAY 15, 1951 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 357, Senate 
Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present : Senators McClellan (chairman), Hoey, Monroney, Mundt, 
Smith (Maine), Schoeppel, and Dworshak. 

Also present : Senator Moody * and Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk. 

The Cuairman. The committee will come to order. 

We have hearings scheduled today on S. 913. 

With the permission of my colleagues and the members of the com- 
mittee, and as the author of S. 913 and chairman of this committee, I 
wish to make a statement in support of this bill. 

On January 19, 1950, I introduced in the Senate what became 
S. 2898, of the Eighty-first Congress, which had the same general 
objectives as those of S$. 913. That bill was also referred to this com- 
mittee. Due, however, to the large number of reorganization plans 
and other legislative matters and work of the committee, we did not 
find time or opportunity to hold hearings on 8. 2898. On February 
19, of this year, I introduced the pending bill, which is a revised ver- 
sion of S. 2898. 

Prior to introducing the original bill, S. 2898, I had served for 1 
year on the Appropriations Committee of the Senate. In that brief 
time I observed, and my subsequent service on that committee has 
further convinced me, that under present procedures the Appropria- 
tion Committees of both Houses labor under a tremendous disadvan- 
tage in their efforts to pass judiciously upon budget requests for 
Federal expenditures. This disadvantage is not attributable in any 
sense to their lack of interest or their desire to screen budget items 
against the necessity or justification for the expenditures involved. 
On the contrary, I can testify that the members of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee are anxious to eliminate and reduce budget items 
wherever and whenever such action is warranted. 

The trouble is that the Senate Appropriations Committee—and I 
would assume this holds true with the House committee—is simply 
not staffed and equipped to adequately examine the budget and make 
checks and studies of different departments and agencies to determine 
whether real justification exists for the literally hundreds of items 
presented by the budget. Thus, when hearings are held on appro- 
priation bills, the departments and agencies that want the money to 
spend are present testifying in full support of the requests made. 





2The appointment of Senator Moody to the committee had not been confirmed by the 
Senate as of the date of these hearings, 
1 
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These requests come from the executive branch of the Government. 
The witnesses who appear represent the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment. It is their primary responsibility to support the budget 
items and requests that the President has submitted. They have a 
personal and official interest in having the appropriations made for 
their particular department or agency. Their testimony in most 
instances, therefore, is ex parte in character. No one appears on 
behalf of the legislative branch of the Government, and usually no 
one appears on behalf of and in the interest of the public, to advise 
and counsel the committee regarding the merits or lack of merits 
of the appropriations being sought, either as to purpose or as to 
amount. Thus the Appropri jation Committees are left largely to 
their own limited resources—principally such personal knowledge 
as they may possess—to determine whether such appropriations should 
be approved. With their other tremendously heavy legislative re- 
sponsibilities, they do not have time to personally study each item 
of the budget and to get the facts and information necessary to pass 
accurate judgment. The Appropriation Committees, and certainly 
the Senate Appropriations Committee, are not equipped with an ade- 
quate staff to do a year-round job of Sekai uate requirements 
and carefully examining each item with the purpose of eliminating 
those that are not essential and of reducing others to such an amount 
as the facts may fairly warrant. 

The result is, in my judgment, that many millions of dollars are 
appropriated annually in excess of the actual requirements and needs 
of the several departments and agencies in the executive branch of 
the Government. The swollen cost of operating the Federal Govern- 
ment, which is known to everyone, makes it unnecessary for me to 
point up the need for the most rigid economy and savings on all 
budget items where it is possible to do so. 

Tt is to meet this problem that I have introduced the pending bill. 
I make no strong claim that the bill S. 913, which we are now con- 
sidering, is the only or best approach to a solution of this problem. 
There may be a better approach and a more effective solution than 
this measure affords. But I do maintain that this bill affords a basis 
for study. It gives an opportunity for this committee, whose duty 
it is under the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, and under 
the rules of the Senate, to study the operation of Government activities 
at all levels with a view of determining its economy and efficiency, 
to conduct these hearings and make a study of this problem; and, 
if it is found that this bill provides an answer that offers hope of 
greater efficiency and economy, to report it out favorably and recom- 
mend its enactment into law. 

If, after due hearings and study, 8S. 913 is found to be inadequate 
or attempts the wrong approach to this problem, then it is my hope 
that there will be developed in the course of these hearings facts and 
information upon which the committee can act in reporting out either 
this bill with amendments or a new bill altogether that will be 
effective. 

T shall not consume further time by undertaking a complete analysis 
of this bill. The staff of this committee has had such an analysis 
made by the Legislative Reference Service, and at the conclusion of 
my remarks I shall submit that analysis and a copy of the bill for the 
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record. I only wish to say that if the Joint Committee on the Budget, 
for which this bill provides, is established and properly and ade- 
quately staffed, the result will be the saving of many millions of dollars 
annually. 

Someone may ask what cost will be entailed in the functionings of 
such a joint committee. I cannot give an accurate answer. But those 
costs should not be great. The Bureau of the Budget has something 
over 500 employees “working the year around at an annual cost of 
$3,412,000. That is the agency of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment, the agency that asks us to make these appropriations, repre- 
senting the executive branch of the Government along with the of- 
ficials in charge of the affected departments and agencies of the ex- 
ecutive branch of Government, who give the testimony before the 
committee. And we have nothing, as a rule, no evidence on the part 
of the legislative branch or on the part of the public, to refute any 
testimony presented to us. 

I certainly do not envision that large a staff or any such expense 
for this committee. I should think a staff of some 25 or 30, with 
expenditures not exceeding $300,000 annually, is all that would be 
required. But, even if it cost $500,000 annually, when that is measured 
against the many millions in savings that would result from reduced 
appropriations, ‘the justification for such cost is abundantly estab- 
lished. 

I respectfully invite the serious interest and cooperation of the 
members of this committee and the Congress in the enactment of legis- 
lation of this character. 

Without objection from the members of the committee, I should like 
to have printed immediately following my remarks a copy of S. 913 
and also a copy of the analysis of the bill which has been prepared by 
the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress. 

(S. 913 and analysis are as follows:) 


[S. 913, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 to eee for more effective 
evaluation of the fiscal requirements of the executive agencies of the Government of the 
United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 138 of the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1946, as amended, is hereby amended to read as follows: 


“JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


“Sec. 1388. (a) There is hereby created a joint service committee, to be known as 
the Joint Committee on the Budget (hereinafter in this section called the ‘joint 
committee’) and to be composed of 10 members as follows: 

“(1) Five Members who are members of the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate, three from the majority party and two from the minority party, 
to be chosen by such committee; and 

“(2) Five Members who are members of the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives, three from the majority party and two from 
the minority party, to be chosen by such committee. 

““(b) No person shall continue to serve as a member of the joint committee after 
he has ceased to be a member of the committee from which he was chosen, except 
that the members chosen by the Committee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives who have been reelected to the House of Representatives may 
continue to serve as members of the joint committee notwithstanding the ex- 
piration of the Congress. A vacancy in the joint committee shall not affect the 
power of the remaining members to execute the function of the joint committee, 
and shall be filled in the same manner as the original selection, except that (1) 
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in case of a vacancy during an adjournment or recess of Congress for a period 
of more than two weeks, the members of the joint committee who are members 
of the committee entitled to fill such vacancy may designate a member of such 
committee to serve until his successor is chosen by such committee, and (2) in 
the case of a vacancy after the expiration of a Congress which would be filled 
from the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives, the 
members of such committee who are continuing to serve as members of the joint 
committee, may designate a person who, immediately prior to such expiration, was. 
a member of such committee and who is reelected to the House of Representa- 
tives, to serve until his successor is chosen by such committee, 

“(c) The joint committee shall elect a chairman and vice chairman from 
among its members at the first regular meeting of each session: Provided, how- 
ever, That during even years the chairman shall be selected from among the 
members who are Members of the House of Representatives and the vice chair- 
man shall be selected from among the members who are Members of the Senate, 
and during odd years the chairman shall be selected from among the members 
who are Members of the Senate and the vice chairman shall be selected from 
among the members who are Members of the House of Representatives. 

*“(d) A majority of the Members of each House who are members of the joint 
committee shall together constitute a quorum for the transaction of business, 
but a lesser number, as determined by the joint committee, may constitute a 
subcommittee and be authorized to conduct hearings and make investigations. 
Any member of a subcommittee so designated shall constitute a quorum for the 
eonduct of any hearing or investigation, but the concurrence of a majority of 
the members of such subcommittee shall be necessary before any report or 
findings may be submitted to the joint committee. 

“(e) It shall be the duty of the joint committee— 

“(1) (A) to inform itself on all matters relating to the annual budget of 
the agencies of the United States Government, during and after the prepa- 
ration thereof; (B) to provide the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate with such information on items contained in such budget, and the 
justifications submitted in support thereof, as may be necessary to enable 
said committees to give adequate consideration thereto; and (C) to consider 
all available information relating to estimated revenues, including revenue 
estimates of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, essential 
programs, and changing economic conditions, and, on the basis thereof, 
report to said committees findings relating to revisions in appropriations 
required to hold expenditures to the minimum consistent with the require- 
ments of Government operations and the national security ; 

“(2) to recommend to the appropriate standing committees of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate such changes in existing laws as may 
effect greater efficiency and economy in government; 

“(3) to make such reports and recommendations to any standing committee 
of either House of Congress or any subcommittee thereof on matters within 
the jurisdiction of such standing committee relating to deviations from basic 
legislative authorization, or in relation to appropriations approved by Con- 
gress which are not consistent with such basic legislative authorization, as 
may be deemed necessary or advisable by the joint committee, or as may be 
requested by any standing committee of either House of Congress or by any 
subcommittee thereof. 

“(f) The joint committee, or any subcommittee thereof, shall have power 
to hold hearings and to sit and act anywhere within or without the District of 
Columbia whether the Congress is in session or has adjourned or is in recess: to 
require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of witnesses and the production 
of books, papers, and documents ; to administer oaths; to take testimony ; to have 
printing and binding done; and to make such expenditures as it deems advisable 
within the amount appropriated therefor. Subpenas shall be issued under the 
signature of the chairman or vice chairman of the committee and shall be served 
by any person designated by them. The provisions of sections 102 to 104, inclu- 
sive, of the Revised Statutes (U.S. C., title 2, sees. 192-194) shall apply in the case 
of any failure of any witness to comply with any subpena or to testify when 
summoned under authority of this section. 

“(g) The joint committee shall, without regard to the civil-service laws or 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, employ and fix the compensation of a 
staff director and such other professional, technical, clerical, and other employees, 
temporary or permanent, as may be necessary to carry out the duties of the joint 
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committee, and all such employees shall be appointed without regard to political 
affiilation and solely on the ground of fitness to perform the duties to which 
they may be assigned: Provided, however, That the services of any such employee 
may be terminated by the concurrence of a majority of the members of the joint 
committee. No person shall be employed by the joint committee until a thorough 
investigation as to loyalty and security shall have been made by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation and a favorable report on said investigation submitted 
to the chairman or vice chairman. 

“(h) The joint committee shall assign members of its staff (1) to assist the staff 
of the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives and the 
several subcommittees thereof during the periods when appropriation bills are 
pending in the House of Representatives, and (2) to assist the staff of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate and the several subcommittees thereof 
during the periods when appropriation bills are pending in the Senate. At other 
times the staff of the joint committee shall serve the joint committee directly. 

“(i) Employees of the joint committee, upon the written authority of the 
chaairman or vice chairman, shall have the right to examine the books, doeu- 
ments, papers, reports, preliminary and other estimates of budget requirements, 
or other records of any agency of the United States Government within or without 
the District of Columbia: Provided, however, That such employees shall not be 
permitted access to books, documents, papers, reports, estimates, records, or any 
other thing containing information classified for security purposes unless speci- 
fically authorized by the joint committee to receive such types of classified 
information. 

“(j) It shall be the duty of each agency of the Government to supply to the 
joint committee any copies of any budgetary request submitted to the Bureau of 
the Budget, which the joint committee or any subcommittee thereof may request, 
either for regular or supplemental appropriations required for each fiscal year, 
with the detailed justifications in support thereof. Members of the staff of the 
joint committee are authorized to attend hearings of the Bureau of the Budget at 
which representatives of agencies justify their budgetary requests. 

“(k) Qualified members of the staff of the Bureau of the Budget shall, at the 
request of the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives or 
the Senate, or any subcommittee thereof, be assigned to attend executive sessions 
of the subcommittees of the Appropriations Committees and to explain the con- 
tent and basis of proposed appropriations. 

“(1) When used in this section, the term ‘agency’ means any executive depart- 
ment, commission, council, independent establishment, Government corporation, 
board, bureau, division, service, office, officer, authority, administration, or other 
establishment, in the executive branch of the Government. Such term includes 
the Comptroller General of the United States and the General Accounting Office, 
and includes any and all parts of the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia except the courts thereof. 

“(m) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry Out the purposes of this section. Appropriations for the 
expenses of the joint committee shall be disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate 
upon vouchers signed by the chairman or vice chairman.” 





THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


ANALYSIS OF 8. 918, EIGHTY-SECOND CONGRESS 


Amends section 138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 (Public Law 
601, 79th Cong.; 60 Stat. 812, 832) for the purpose of establishing a new and 
more effective method for handling budget matters. 

Technically, the amendment wipes out the existing section 138 provisions 
which give authority and direction in budget matter to the House Committees an 
Appropriations and Ways and Means, and the Senate Committees on Appropria- 
tions and Finance, replacing such provisions with language setting up a new 
method described as follows: 


SECTION 138 


Subsection (a) creates the Joint Committee on the Budget composed of 10 
members as follows: Five member of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
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chosen by such committee (three majority, 2 minority); five members of the 
House Appropriations Committee chosen by such committee (three majority, 
two minority). 

Subsection (b) provides that vacancies shall not affect the power of remaining 
members to execute the functions of the joint committee. Vacancies shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original selection, except that— 

(1) A vacany during adjournment or recess of Congress for more than 2 weeks 
shall be filled by members of the joint committee who are members of the Senate 
or House Appropriations Committee entitled to fill such vacancy. 

(2) A vaeaney after expiration of a Congress which would be filled from the 
House Appropriations Committee shall be filled by House Members still on the 
joint committee. Persons designated for such vacancies shall have been mem- 
bers of the House Appropriations Committee upon expiration of the Congress 
and shall have been reelected to the House. 

No person shall continue te serve as a member of the joint committee after 
he ceases to be a member of the committee from which he was chosen for such 
service. 

Subsection (ce) directs the joint committee to elect its chairman and vice 
chairman at the first regular meeting of each session. In even years the chair- 
man shall be selected from the House membership and the vice chairman from 
the Senate membership and in odd years vice versa. 

Subsection (d) specifies that a majority of the Members of each House who 
are members of the joint committee shall together constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of business. The joint committee may designate a lesser number to 
constitute a subcommittee for the purpose of conducting hearings and making 
investigations. Any member of such subcommittee shall constitute a quorum 
but reports or findings shall require concurrence of a majority of the members 
before submission to the joint committee. 

Subsection (e) charges the joint committee with the following duties: 

(1) Informing itself on all matters relating to the annual budget of the 
agencies of the Federal Government; 

(2) Providing the Senate and House Appropriations Committees with the 
necessary information on budget items and justifications ; 

(3) Considering all available information relating to estimated revenues (in- 
cluding revenue estimates of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa- 
tion), essential programs, and changing economic conditions ; 

(4) Reporting (on the basis of considerations under (3) supra) to the Appro- 
priations Committees findings relating to revisions in appropriations required to 
hold expenditures to the minimum consistent with the requirements of Govern- 
ment operations and national security ; 

(5) Recommending to appropriate standing committees such changes in exist- 
ing laws as may effect greater efficiency and economy in the Government; and 

(6) Making such reports and recommendations to standing committees or 
any subcommittees thereof on matters within the jurisdiction of such standing 
committee relating to deviations from basic legislative authorization, or in rela- 
tion to appropriations approved by Congress which are not consistent with such 
basic legislative authorization, as may be deemed necessary or advisable by the 
joint committee, or as may be requested by a standing committee or subcom- 
mittee thereof. 

Subsection (f) empowers the joint committee or any subcommittee thereof— 

(1) To hold hearings anywhere in the United States whether the Congress 
is in session or not; 

(2) To require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of witnesses and the 
production of books, papers, and documents ; 

(3) To administer oaths; 

(4) To take testimony ; 

(5) To have printing and binding done; and 

(6) To make expenditures within the amount appropriated therefor. 

Subpenas shall be issued under the name of the chairman or vice chairman 
and served by their designees. Failure of any witness to comply with any 
subpena or to testify when summoned under authority of this section shall 
subject such witness to the operation of sections 102-104 of the Revised Statutes 
(U. S. C. 2: 192-194) which provide penalties for refusal to appear, produce 
papers, etc., when summoned by a congressional committee, 

Subsection (g) directs the joint committee (without regard to the civil service 
laws or the Classification Act of 1949) to employ and fix the compensation of a 
staff director and other professional, technical, and clerical employees, No 
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person shall be employed until thoroughly investigated by the FBI and a favor- 
able report thereon sent to the chairman or vice chairman. 

Subsection (h) directs the joint committee to assign members of its staff to 
assist the Senate and House Appropriations committees when appropriation 
bills are pending therein. 

Subsection (i) gives authorized employees the right to examine the books, 
documents, records, etc., of any Federal agency (specific authorization shall be 
required before such employee is permitted access to information classified for 
security purposes). 

Subsection (j) charges each agency of the Government with the duty of sup- 
plying the joint committee, upon its request, of copies of any budgetary request 
submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for appropriations with detailed justi- 
fications, thereof. Staff members are authorized to attend hearings of the 
Bureau of the Budget at which agency representatives justify their budgetary 
requests. 

Subsection (k) authorizes Bureau of the Budget staff members, upon request 
of the Appropriations Committees, to attend executive sessions of such com- 
mittees, and to explain the content and basis of proposed appropriations. 

Subsection (1) defines “agency” to mean any executive department, commis- 
sion, council, independent establishment, Government corporation, board, bureau, 
division, service, office, officer, authority, administration, or other establishment 
in the executive branch of the Government (includes all parts of the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia except its courts). 

Subsection (m) authorizes necessary appropriations which shall be disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate. 

Epwin B. KENNERLY, 
American Law Section. 


(A copy of S. 2898, 8ist Cong., 2d sess., follows :) 
[S. 2898, 81st Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for more effective 
evaluation of the fiscal requirements of the executive agencies of the Government of the 
United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 138 of the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1946, as amended, is hereby amended to read as follows: 


“JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


“Src. 188. (a) There is hereby created a joint service committee to be known 
as the Joint Committee on the Budget (hereinafter in this section called the 
‘joint committee”) to be composed of ten members as follows: 

“(1) Five Members who are members of the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate, three from the majority party and two from the minority party, to be 
chosen by such committee; and 

(2) Five Members who are members of the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives, three from the majority party and two from the 
minority party, to be chosen by such committee. 

“(b) No person shall continue to servé as a member of the joint committee 
after he has ceased to be a member of the committee from which he was chosen, 
except that the members chosen by the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives who have been reelected may continue to serve as 
members of the joint committee nowithstanding the expiration of the Congress. 
A vacancy in the joint committee shall not affect the power of the remaining 
members to execute the functions of the joint committee, and shall be filled in the 
same manner as the original selection, except that (1) in case of a vacancy dur- 
ing an adjournment or recess of Congress for a period of more than two weeks, 
the members of the joint committee who are members of the committee entitled to 
fill such vacancy may designate a member of such committee to serve until his 
successor is chosen by such committee, and (2) in the case of a vacancy after the 
expiration of a Congress which would be filled from the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives, the members of such committee who 
are continuing to serve as members of the joint committee, may designate a per- 
son who, immediately prior to such expiration, was a member of such committee 
and who is reelected to the House of Representatives, to serve until his successor 
is chosen by such committee. 
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“(c) The joint committee shall elect a chairman and vice chairman from 
among its members at the first regular meeting of each session: Provided, how- 
ever, That during even years the chairman shall be selected from among the 
members who are Members of the House of Representatives and the vice chair- 
man shall be selected from among the members who are Members of the Senate, 
and during odd years the chairman shall be selected from among the members 
who are Members of the Senate and the vice chairman shall be selected from 
among the members who are Members of the House of Representatives. 

“(d) A majority of the Members of each House who are members of the joint 
committee shall together constityte a quorum for the transaction of business, 
but a lesser number, as determined by the joint committee, may constitute a 
subcommittee and be authorized to conduct hearings and make investigations. 
Any member of a subcommittee so designated shall constitute a quorum for the 
conduct of any hearing or investigation, but the concurrence of a majority of the 
members of such subcommittee shall be necessary before any report or findings 
may be submitted to the joint committee. 

“(e) It shall be the duty of the joint committee— 

“(1) (A) to inform itself on all matters relating to the annual budget of 
the agencies of the United States Government, during and after the prepara- 
tion thereof; (B) to provide the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate with 
such information on items contained in such budget, and the justifications 
submitted in support thereof, as may be necessary to enable said committees 
to give adequate consideration thereto; and (C) to consider all available 
information relating to estimated revenues, essential programs, and changing 
economic conditions, and, on the basis thereof, report to said committees 
findings relating to necessary adjustments or revisions in appropriations as 
may be required to balance the budget ; 

(2) to recommend to the appropriate standing committees of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate such changes in existing laws as may effect 
greater efficiency and economy in government ; 

“(3) to make such reports and recommendations to any standing commit- 
tee of either House of Congress or any subcommittee thereof on matters 
within the jurisdiction of such standing committee relating to deviations 
from basic legislative authorization, or in relation to appropriations approved 
by Congress which are not consistent with such basic legislative authoriza- 
tion, as may be deemed necessary or advisable by the joint committee, or 
as may be requested by any standing committee of either House of Congress 
or by any subcommittee thereof. 

“(f) The joint committee, or any subcommittee thereof, shall have power to 
hold hearings and to sit and act anywhere within or without the District of 
Columbia whether the Congress is in session or has adjounred or is in recess; 
to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of witnesses and the production 
of books, papers, and documents; to administer oaths; to take testimony; to 
have printing and binding done; and to make such expenditures as it deems ad- 
visable within the amount appropriated therefor. Subpenas shall be issued under 
the signature of the chairman or vice chairman of the committee and shall be 
served by any person designated by them. The provisions of section 102 to 104, 
inclusive, of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 2, secs. 192-194) shall apply in 
the case of any failure of any witness to comply with any subpena or to testify 
when summoned under authority of this section. 

“(g) Employees of the joint committee, upon the written authority of the 
chairman or vice chairman, shall have the right to examine the books, documents, 
papers, reports, preliminary and other estimates of budget requirements, or 
other records of any agency of the United States Government within or without 
the District of Columbia: Provided, however, That such employees shall not 
be permitted access to books, documents, papers, reports, estimates, records, 
or any other thing containing information classified for security purposes unless 
specifically authorized by the joint committee to receive such types of classified 
information. 

“(h) At the request of any member of the Committee on Appropriations of 
either House or of any member of a subcommittee thereof, or at the request of 
any member of the staffs of such committees or subcommittees, professional 
employees of the joint committee may be detailed to advise and assist such 
committees or subcommittees or the staffs thereof during consideration of 
any appropriation bill or part thereof. 
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“(i) The joint committee shall, without regard to the civil-service laws or 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, employ and fix the compensation of 
a staff director and such other professional, technical, clerical, and other em- 
ployees, temporary or permanent, as may be necessary to carry out the duties of 
the joint committee, and all such employees shall be appointed without regard to 
political affiliation and solely on the ground of fitness to perform the duties 
to which they may be assigned: Provided, however, That such appointment may 
be terminated by the concurrence of a majority of the members of the joint 
committee. No person shall be employed by the joint committee until a thorough 
investigation as to loyalty and security shall have been made by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation and a favorable report on said investigation submitted 
to the chairman or vice chairman. 

“(j) It shall be the duty of each agency of the Government to supply to the 
joint committee duplicate copies of any budgetary request submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget, either for regular or supplemental appropriations re- 
quired for each fiscal year, with the detailed justifications in support thereof. 

“(k) When used in this section, the term ‘agency’ means any executive de- 
partment, commission, council, independent establishment, Government corpora- 
tion, board, bureau, division, service, office, officer, authority, administration, or 
other establishment, in the executive branch of the Government. Such term in- 
cludes the Comptroller General of the United States and the General Account- 
ing Office, and includes any and all parts of the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia except the courts thereof. 

“(1) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this section. Appropriations for the ex- 
penses of the joint committee shall be disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate 
upon vouchers signed by the chairman or vice chairman.” 

Senator Scnorrret. Might I say at this stage in the opening of 
these hearings on this measure that I think it is most commendable 
on your part as chairman of this committee to give us this outline, 
brief as it is, and preceding the series of hearings which we will 
probably have on this measure. I think all of us realize that this 
will provide the necessary gap that exists at the present time that 
you have so ably and forthrightly pointed out here. 

I want to commend you, sir. And I want to assure you that I 
think it should receive the most careful consideration of all of us on 
this committee, and further, the Members of the Senate. 

The CuHatrman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Moopy. I should just like to say that while I have not had an 
opportunity to study the provisions of the bill, I completely associate 
myself with the Senator from Kansas in commending the chairman 
on this whole idea. It seems to me the responsibility of Congress 
in handling the budget in the past has been weakened due to the fact 
that its committees have not been adequately staffed. I am glad to 
see that you have initiated this effort, and I hope we will report out 
a bill that we can take up in the Senate with a view to effecting an 
acageate solution to the peor 

The Cratrman. Thank you, Senator Moody. 

I may say further for the record that I realize that everything this 
bill intends to do could be done possibly by the Appropriations Com- 
mittees at present if adequate staffs were provided, but should the 
two committees set up the necessary staffs to do this job for each, 
we would have duplication of expense, and we would not get the 
coordination between the two Appropriations Committees that this 
joint committee envisions. 

Congress long ago realized that we should try to do something along 
this line. As you will recall, section 138 of the Legislative Reorgani- 

zation Act, which the pending bill would repe al, undertook to set 
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up a Budget Committee. It did establish a Joint Budget Committee, 
but as that committee was constituted they have never found it 
practical. The committee as presently constituted has never been 
able to actually perform the services that were intended by that pro- 
vision of the act. This is an attempt to make a more effective 
approach to what the Congress had in mind at that time. 

I may point out that some will say, “Such a joint committee is not 
necessary.” I may point out that we do have a Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation, and certainly it seems to me that if 
there is a need and a function or a service that a committee of 
that character can perform in reference to raising revenues, the 
expenditure of revenues after they are raised should receive as great 
a scrutiny and attention and interest of the Congress by way of a 
joint committee such as this bill would establish. 

Senator Hory. I just want to commend you as the others have 
done. I think this is a very wise move. 

You mentioned the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. 

I happen to be a member of the Finance Committee of the Senate. 
We found this very, very effective. We have a joint staff for the House 
Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee. 
They work on all of the revenue measures and give us all of the in- 
formation, make an analysis of everything proposed. We find it very 
helpful in undertaking to reach conclusions on the merits of the dif- 
ferent propositions. 

I do not know how we would get along with the work at all but for 
this service rendered by the joint committee. And the fact that 
it is a joint committee saves duplication. 

For instance, now the House Ways and Means Committee hearings 
are being held on the tax bill. Just as soon as that is finished the staff 
comes over to our side and they give us the benefit of anything which 
has transpired there; then they take our own studies, and we have 
them available for consultation and discussion. 

I think if you envision a similar sort of arrangement for the appro- 
priations it would certainly go a long way toward solving our prob- 
Jems in that respect. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

May I ask this: Have you not found from your experience on the 
functioning of the Joint Committee on Revenue Taxation that it 
does enable the two revenue committees of the House and Senate to 
better coordinate their views and you have less difficulties in con- 
ference? In other words, you are more able to report out something 
similar. 

Senator Horry. That has been the experience ever since the joint 
committee was established. 

The Cuarrman. I may say the purpose of this bill is to establish a 
similar committee on the budget to serve the two Appropriations 
Committees of the Congress. 

When I introduced this bill last year there was some manifestation 
of considerable interest from different agencies and organizations 
throughout the country. And when we decided to hold hearings on it 
this time I extended invitations to representatives of these various 
organizations to study the bill and be prepared, if they chose to do so, 
to give us the benefit of their opinions of it and their recommendations 
for any changes that should be made. 
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I believe we have four witnesses scheduled for this morning. 

The first is Mr. T. Coleman Andrews of the American Institute of 
Accountants. 

I want to say to you, Mr. Andrews, that as the author of the bill, 
I am very pleased that you have taken an interest in this matter 
and are willing to come here and give the committee the benefit 
of your studies and your conclusions and any recommendations that 
you care to make. And if you have concluded this is not the right 
approach and have some other suggestions, we want to hear them, 
because, as I said in my opening statement, I have no strong convic- 
tions that this is necessarily the right approach and the only approach. 
We welcome free and candid opinions from all of those who are inter- 
ested, and those whom we know are competent to speak. 


STATEMENT OF T. COLEMAN ANDREWS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
INSTITUTE OF ACCOUNTANTS, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Anprews. Thank you very much. 

I would first like to say that my name is T. Coleman Andrews; I 
am a certified public accountant, president of the American Institute 
of Accountants. 

I would also like to say preliminarily that I appear here as a pro- 
ponent of the idea that the Senator is working on, but as an Opponent 
of the method by which he proposes to accomplish it. However, 
that opposition will be expressed in the attitude and terms of con- 
structive cooperation and I hope that we will be able to give you 
something that will be, at least, interesting to you as an alternative 
means by which you may accomplish the Senator’s objective. 

I am here to speak for myself and as president of the American 
Institute of Accountants in response to invitations addressed to me in 
both capacities by your distinguished chairman. 

Both the American Institute of Accountants and I appreciate and 
thank you for your invitation, and we have accepted this invitation 
because the subject of S. 913 is one concerning which we feel that we 
are in position to speak with some claim to special knowledge, for 
fiscal problems are the certified public accountants’ daily fare. 

As most of you know, many of my colleagues and I have spent a 
great deal of time in Washington, both in official positions and as 
advisers on fiscal matters. 

This is as true of the Federal Government’s fiscal problems as it is 
of those of private enterprises, for the accounting profession has con- 
tributed liberally, in peace as well as in war, not only the rank and file 
of its membership but also its leaders, toward finding solutions for the 
Government’s constant succession of fiscal difficulties. 

Being aware of your distinguished chairman’s interest in simplifica- 
tion and economy, we are reluctant to raise our voice in opposition to 
a bill authored by him and intended to help deal more intelligently 
with the perplexing problem of judging and passing upon appropria- 
tion requests. However, we do not believe that S. 913 will either sim- 
plify the present situation or effect any economy. 

We believe, on the contrary, that it will further complicate what 
appears to us to be an already overorganized, unduly complex, and 
dangerously obfuscated situation, and, in addition, add substantially 
to the already intolerable cost of managing the Nation’s business. 
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Worse still, if S. 913 should have these undesirable effects, it will 
add to the growing loss of confidence and faith in the Government and 
those who run it that now is apparent to every discerning citizen. 

Senator Scuorrren. Do you object to being interrupted before you 
finish your entire statement ? 

Mr. Anprews. Not at all. 

Senator Scuorpren. I am going to have to leave pretty quickly and 
that j is the reason I ask. I have another committee hearing to attend. 
I shall read your entire statement. I shall probably not have the 
opportunity to remain during your entire testimony. 

Do you elaborate further in here about the growing loss of con- 
fidence and faith in the Government which would indicate the need 
for this type of a measure ? 

Mr. Anprews. I do not here, but I will be very glad, if the Senator 
would like to have me do so, to comment upon ‘that. 

Senator ScnorrreL. I would certainly like to hear your prelimi- 
nary statement in that regard at the very outset. 

Mr. Anprews. I have just come from a trip all the way across the 
country and back. I happen to be one of these people who are curi- 
ous. I believe that when a person loses his curiosity he is over the 
hill. 

I have been to Chicago, Denver, Colorado Springs, Portland, San 
Francisco, Cleveland, Hartford, Boston, and here today. 

All through this trip I have talked with a great many different 
people. I have made several addresses involving, I would say, a 
couple of thousand people altogether. I talked to taxi drivers, eleva- 
tor operators, waiters, waitresses, anybody that would talk to me 
about the present situation. And I regret to say that I have to tell 
the Senator that without a single solitary exception every person to 
whom I talked expressed a lack of confidence in our present situation 
and in the people who are responsible for it. That is a fact. 

The CratrMan. May I ask how you associate that with this bill? 

Mr. Anprews. I associate that with this bill in this way, Senator: 
As I go along later and explain why I think this bill is not the 
right approach, I indicate that I think it is an overlapping situa- 
tion. I think that it will lead to an unnecessary expense because 
we already have the means for accomplishing, I think, in a much 
more effective way the very same thing that is proposed here. 

The Crairman. I want to speak for myself as author of the bill. 
I want us to make a study of this. 

Mr. Anprews. I am sure you do. 

The Crairman. As I said, I think this bill will certainly serve as 
a basis for study. We want your views, however much you may dis- 
agree with the provisions of the bill. We want the full benefit of your 
views. I know you mean to be constructive. Do not hesitate to criti- 
cize the bill in any way, because what I am actually seeking is a 
solution to something that I know is needed. 

Mr. Anprews. I would like to be utterly frank on two points as to 
that, Senator; as a matter of fact, I want to be frank all the way 
through, and I will be. 

I know you know me well enough to know that I do not pull any 
punches. But I have no punches here; I merely want to try to help 
find a better way to do it. 
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The Cuarrman. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Anprews. I do want to say this: We talk about chicken feed 
when we come to the cost of administering this thing. I want to 
recognize that. 

You mentioned that it might take a million dollars to do this job. 
Well, gentlemen, if you can do it for that 

The Cuatrman. | mentioned half a million as the maximum. 

Mr. Anprews. Whatever it was, if you do it for a million dollars 
or, even 10 million dollars, you would be doing a magnificent service to 
this Government, because that is mighty small money compared to 
what we are spending now. So, I have no criticism of the amount 
that is being spent; but, like the drop of water that wears away the 
stone eventually, a million added here and a million added there ulti- 
mately comes to the 711% billion that we have now facing us. I think 
you gentlemen and Mrs. Smith all recognize that. That is one thing 
I want to say. 

And the other thing is that, on the matter of the overlapping here, 
I think I will demonstrate later that there will be definite overlap- 
ping. 

The CHarrman. Go right ahead with your statement, then, and 
maybe we will have a better understanding of your views. 

Mr. Anprews. Thank you very much. 

We urgently suggest that there is bound to be a point beyond which 
the people will not be willing to go in their tolerance of consistently 
unsuccessful experimentation with the job of gaining and maintain- 
ing control of the fiscal aspects of their national affairs. Business, 
both large and small—even business that is world-wide in its opera- 
tions—licked the problem of fiscal control long ago. Sooner or later 
the people will cease to tolerate the Gov ernment’s failure to deal ef- 
fectively with this aspect of management. We cannot longer afford 
the trial-and-error method of de: aling with a problem that is no longer 
a problem anywhere except in Government. That is a very unfor- 
tunate fact. It is a problem only in Government. 

We heartily agree with the declaration by Senator McClellan at 
the outset of his address to the Senate concerning S. 913 on February 
19, 1951, that congressional control over the expenditures of the ex- 
ecutive branch of the Government is much needed; and we applaud 
his further declaration that Congress’s possession of control over 
the Government’s expenditures heightens its duty in times like these 
“to appropriate only as much [as], but no more than, is actually 
needed.” 

I know, because I have participated in budget presentations, and I 
have been criticized on occasion for not being as ex parte as I should 
have been. But when I had to justify an appropriation I felt it was 
my duty to recognize both sides of the question. 

The CuarrMan. May I ask you this question: If you do not agree 
that the oenene Committee are confronted with a handic: ap 
because those who appear representing the agencies to testify before 
the committees have, in most instances, made even larger requests to 
the Bureau of the Budget and then when the Budget does approve the 
amounts requested as officers in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment, that they simply feel, not only from a personal interest and 
desire to have the money, but also that they are under obligation to 
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support the President and the Bureau of the Budget in their request 
and that, therefore, we do have simply a presentation of only one 
side, 

Mr. Anprews. That is true, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. And we have nothing at the present time, no way 
except whatever happens to be our personal knowledge of the situa- 
tion or some little information we might happen to get on the side 
somewhere—we have nothing to give us the other picture where we 
may balance the differences of opinion and arrive at an equitable 
expenditure. 

Mr, Anprews. But I am going to suggest a means whereby I think 
you can get that. 

The Cuarrman,. That is what we want. 

Senator Scuorrren. Before I have to leave, I just want to make this 
observation in relation to the statement that Mr. Andrews made with 
reference to what he has been hearing. I have been hearing from a lot 
of my people, too. Since November 27, I might tell you that I have 
received over 12,000 first-class pieces of mail from my State and those 
areas bordering around my State. They come from the chambers of 
commerce, from bankers, individually and as organizations; they come 
from the farm organizations, from all types of small-business people 
wanting the Congress of these United States to be more responsible 
and accurate as to the expenditure requests made by the executive de- 
partment of this Government. They are flooding us with those 
requests. 

I am sure that I am not the only Senator in the Senate getting those 
letters. I am telling you, as a Senator, they are asking me what is 
Congress going to do about it to screen these demands. 

When you finally make your appropriations you must relate them to 
the necessary needs and demands of conducting this Government, 
which has grown big and unwieldy and beyond the comprehension of 
a small group up here in a small space of time to fully comprehend. 

I hope sometime in your statement here this moriting, in addition 
to your prepared statement, you will elaborate on that. I shall assure 
you that I will read the record. I do want to leave that most solemn 
thought with you that we, too, are hearing from home, and I think 
from a pretty practical standpoint. Not on the technical side just the 
plain “GI” who is in business, the plain ordinary businessman, the man 
who is interested in what the financial picture is going to develop into 
as it relates to the demands on him to pay the tax bill. 

Mr. Anprews. There are two or three things I would like to say in 
response to that, if I may, before you leave. 

Senator Scuorpret. I will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Anprews. No. 1, I do not concede that we ought to run the 
United States for the benefit of the GI’s, and I assume that you don’t 
either. Moreover, I am a GI, twice a GI, in fact—and I think I - oae 
as just a plain ordinary citizen. I thought when you questioned me 
you were questioning whether there is uncertainty and a lack of confi- 
dence. I think that what you have just said proves beyond all doubt 
that there is a lack of confidence, when you say that we have received 
12,000 first-class letters from people all over the United States and 
from every strata of the citizens of the United States it sounds like 
pretty positive proof. Ba 

Senator ScHorrreL. That is it. 
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Mr. Anprews. I think you have proved my statement 100 percent. 
I want to make that observation. 

Continuing my statement, we also agree with Senator McClellan’s 
declaration further along in the same address that the budget hear- 
ings held by the Appropri iations Committees of Congress have become 
pré -actically “ex parte” proceedings. But, considering the fact that 
the Appropriations C aes of Congress have had at their elbows 
a means, established 30 years ago, whereby this deplorable evolution 
might have been avoided, it is somewhat disappointing that for so 
long a time the full usefulness of this fine and proven tool not only 
has not yet been employed but apparently has not even been fully 
recognized. More’s the pity when we consider that this tool was 
created by Congress itself, to be its eyes and ears in fiscal matters. 
But this is getting a little ahead of our story. 

At first blush, the idea of having a “Joint Committee on the Budget” 
sounds like a good one. But on analysis, it becomes clear that, in 
some of its activities at least, a merry- go-round situation would be 
created. For instance, we find, beginning i in line 16 on page 4 of S. 
913, that one of the duties of the joint committee would be— 

(c) To consider all available information relating to estimated revenues, 
including revenue estimates of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa- 
Gomi: ho, 


This sounds like hiring auditors to check auditors; the Joint Com- 
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation checks the Treasury Depart- 
ment—it just recently reported that the Treasury Department’s cur- 
rent revenue estimates were too low—and the Joint Committee on the 
Budget would check the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa- 
tion. This would be duplication of the most inexcusable sort. 

The Cuatrman. If I may be permitted to interrupt you, that provi- 
sion was placed in S. 913 to meet a suggestion that this committee be 
constituted of members of both Appropriations Committees and of the 
Ways and Means and Finance Committees of the House and Senate. 
It was our thought that, instead of undertaking to do the same work, 
to duplicate the work of the Joint Committee on Taxation and Reve- 
nues, the Joint Committee on the Budget would take the reports of 
that and other committees and also of the Treasury with reference to 
anticipated revenues, take those into account and, therefore, not 
undertake to duplic ate the work of those committees. The Joint 
Committee on the Budget would have the duty to take those as a 
basis and as a guide as to anticipated revenues for consideration 
with reference to expenditures. It was not to duplicate that work, but 
was simply to avoid setting up a committee here that would duplicate 
the work of the present Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa- 
tion. That was the purpose of section (e) (1) (C) of the bill. 
Whether we are accomplishing that may be something different. 

Mr. Anprews. First of all, let me say that, of course, if one wanted 
to attack this bill and set up the opposition to it, which I am not trying 
to do, a great deal of things might be said that I am not even mention- 
ing here this morning. "T do not mention this as in opposition to 
the bill, of course, but “rather to indicate one undesirable feature of it 
and to point out something that I read in developing the material that 
{ am presenting here. 
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One Senator—I do not remember who it was, but it was in one of 
the reports of either the House or the Senate Expenditures Com- 
mittee—said that the Senators do not get a chance to read even a small 
portion of the written material that comes to them. They have to 
have somebody do some digesting for them. 

What I seek to do here, and I am almost to it, is to simplify the 
Senators’ and the Congressmen’s job by utilizing something we 
already have rather than give them more reports to read that will 
further burden them down with literature that they cannot possibly 
get to. In essence, that is what I am trying to do. 

The idea of creating a Joint Committee on the Budget from the 
Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate, similar to the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, is appealing at first 
glance. But actually the parallel is misleading. 

Under the Constitution all revenue bills, as we understand it, must 
originate in the House of Representatives, and the Senate can in effect 
originate methods of raising revenue only by the expedient of amend- 
ing House bills.* 

The Cuarrman. You do take into account that all appropriation 
bills originate in the House ? 

Mr. Anprews. I am coming to that. 

The Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation was created 
primarily as a means of avoiding the difficulties and delays which 
often resulted from this constitutional provision. 

No such special problem justifies the creation of a Joint Committee 
on the Budget from the Appropriations Committees of the two Houses. 
On the contrary, it might well lead to circumvention of the checks and 
balances on appropriations which now exist through separate con- 
sideration of appropriations bills by the House of Representatives and 
the Senate. 

Now to be more specific: On page 3 of his Senate address of Febru- 
ary 19, 1951, Senator McClellan called his colleagues’ attention to the 
fact that the Appropriations Committee of the House and Senate had 
a combined staff of 55 persons, whereas Congress had given the Bureau 
of the Budget a staff of more than 500. 

I might say that this now becomes more or less redundant in view of 
the Senator’s statement at the opening of this hearing, but I will go 
ahead with it, anyhow. 

What the Senator was getting at here is not clear to us. Surely he 
could not have been suggesting that if the Bureau of the Budget needs 
a staff of 500 the proposed Joint Committee on the Budget would have 
to have one of equal number. The only clue he gave to the proposed 
joint committee’s needs is to be found on page 6 of the same address, 
where he said that “This joint committee would be empowered to em- 
ploy an adequate expert staff * * *.” An “adequate expert staff” 
might easily become a full-blown Congressional Bureau cf the Budget. 

Agreeing, as we said earlier, with your distinguished chairman’s 
declaration that Congress needs to get control over the expenditures of 
the executive branch of the Government, we would not argue for main- 
taining the status quo; but we believe that we should say in passing 
that we think that a good case be made for the proposition that the 
better than 1 to 10 ratio of the combined staffs of the Appropriations 





® See appendix C. p. 169. 
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Committees of Congress to the staff of the Bureau of the Budget is 
ample. One expert certainly ought to be able to check the finished 
work of 10 others. If what we recommend in place of S. 913 is adopted, 
some of the 55 members of the staffs of the Appropirations Commit- 
tees of Congress may find themselves hard put to keep busy with 
budget matters. 

The Cuatrman. I may say this with reference to the staff of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. Their general duties in serving 
the committee, the burden of the work they already have to do, pre- 
cludes them from making these complete analyses the year around 
like I anticipate this joint committee could do. They are primarily 
clerical as a staff. We have experts on the staff, but the servicing of 
the committee, the carrying on of the routine work of the committee 
consumes most of the time, in fact practically all of the time of the 
present staff. I know of no instance where they have had the time to 
take the initiative and have gone out and inquired into and made an 
investigation for the benefit of the committee with respect to the merits 
of an item in the budget. They do not seem to function that way. 

If we rely upon the staff to do that, whether we need some additional 
provision of law, so that they can be directed to perform that function, 
I do not know. What I had in mind here was that the staff of this 
committee would do a research job in a measure upon the budget it- 
self with the idea of developing information so that they could appear 
before the committee, that is, the Appropirations Committee, when a 
department comes up for hearing on its appropiration, and appears in 
behalf of its funds. The staff of the proposed Joint Committee on the 
Budget would be able, probably, to give detailed analysis and offer 
testimony that would enable us to make cuts and to reduce the amount 
asked by the departments and the agencies, by insisting that they can 
effect economies, that they can reduce personnel, that they can do many 
things they are not now doing. The present staff of the Appropria- 
tions Committee simply is not able to go into that phase of consid- 
eration. 

Mr. Anprews. I do not know what the situation is now, but I be- 
lieve Senator Dworshak will remember that during that infamous 
Eightieth Congress I was an adviser to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. Incidentally, i in that capacity I was doing somewhat the 

same thing that I am going to suggest here today but in a more limited 
way. We looked into many problems then. I think the looking was 
fairly effective. That was the first surplus that the country he id had, 
or one or two it had had in 20 years. Somebody did a job. I would 
not want to claim any of the credit for it. 

The Cuarman. Do not inject any partisanship into this and s: 
that the Republicans do a better job than the Democrats. 

Mr. Anprews. I am not a partisan, as the Senator knows. If you 
ask me what I am, I am not quite sure. I am in the same category as 
one of your famous colleagnes here in the Senate. 

Senator Dworswax. At least, you will have to recognize if there is 
to be any economy effected in the current session of Congress the 
Democrats will have to také the leading part, as the majority party. 

Mr. Anprews. I would think so. I would also say that if there 
is any economizing to be accomplished we had better get at it soon 
and forget partisanship entirely. 
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The Cuatrman. You will give credit to one Democrat for trying, 
will you not? 

Mr. Anprews. I certainly will. I have already done that. 

In his address on February 19, Senator McClellan pointed out that 
the Appropriations Committee of the House and Senate have author- 
ity under the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 to expand their 
staffs “in order to make a more sy stematic and intensive analysis of 
departmental spending requests,” but that neither of these commit- 
tees had fully availed itself of this authority. 

He then also pointed out that if these committees should take advan- 

tage of their authority to expand their stails they would create a 
duplication of service and expense. 

Next he asserted that there are only two approaches to solution— 
of the problem of putting Congress in the saddle with a stout bridle 
and a bit that would really enable it to control expenditures. 


One— 
he said— 


is by having each of the Appropriation Committees adequately expand its staff 
and confer additional authority and powers on the staffs of the two committees 
to perform these services. The other * * * is the approach made in the 
bill which I have introduced. 

The Senator’s reminder that the maintaining of a staff for the 
same purpose by each of the two Appropriations Committees would 
be a duplication of both service and expense is not open to question. 
Nor can there be any doubt that a single staff for review of the admin- 
istration’s proposal and actual expenditures i is highly desirable and 
would be tremendously helpful; such a staff would provide a check 
on expenditures such as is now provided on revenues by the staff of 
the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. 

But the staffs of the two Appropriation Committees already dup- 
licate each other to a degree—I would not say it is an undesirable 
degree—and the past affords no basis for hoping that this duplication 
would be ended by the adoption of S. 913. Nor would I say that it 
should be. 

Moreover, there is a better way—a proven one—one that already 
is at hand, and, therefore, makes the creation of a new organization 
unnecessary. Hence, we disagree with the Senator’s statement that 
the course laid out in 8. 913 is the only alternative to parallel expansion 
of the staffs of the two Appropriations Committees. 

Our suggestion is a very simple one: Use the Comptroller General 
and the General Accounting Office. 

The arguments in favor of this course are so obvious and compelling 
~_ it seems hardly necessary even to state them; but here are a few: 

The Comptroller General and the staff of the General Ace ounting 
Office stand second to none in knowledge of the organization and 
management of the Government. ‘They’ve been reviewing the Gov- 
ernment’s affairs most meticulously for the past 30 years. 

2. They would be moving at full speed before any new organization 
could get up enough steam to get started. 

3. The Comptroller General is a member of the congressional fam- 
ily. Use him. 

4. The services that the staff of the proposed Joint Committee on 
the Budget would render are among those that the General Accounting 
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Office was created to render to Congress. Let the General Accounting 
Office render these services. 

5. Use of the Comptroller General and the General Accounting 
Office would give the staffs of the Appropriations Committees the help 
of people who are out in the front lines of fiscal operations every day 
and vhs not only know what’s going on but also how to interpret 
ec they see in terms of economical organization and management. 

Use of the Comptroller General and the General Accounting 
Office would employ existing personnel and facilities and thus would 
avoid making things more complic ‘ated and costly than they already 
are. 

7. Proper employment of the facilities of the General Accounting 
Office should reduce substantially the time devoted to budget matters 
by the staffs of the Appropriations Committees. 

The Crarrman. As I recall, Mr. Warren, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, requested of Congress 2 or 3 years ago an appropriation of 
$1,000,000 to set up a division or department within the General 
Accounting Office. 

Mr. Anprews. I refer to that later on. 

The Cuamrman. You do? Then go right ahead. 

Mr. Anprews. What more appropriate organization than the Gen- 

eral Accounting Office could possibly be found to provide the Appro- 
pelbtous Committees and Congress with the information they require 
in order to determine whether the appropriations requested by the 
administration are necessary and reasonable? The staff of this estab- 
lishment has been reviewing the revenues and expenditures of the 
Government for the past 30 years. 

True enough, the review was on a pretty narrow basis until the 
Government Corporation Control Act was passed in 1945. But 
every transaction was reviewed; and since the passage of the Govern- 
ment Corporation Control Act the basis of the examinations con- 
ducted has been steadily broadened, until today in every examina- 
tion the auditors not only inquire into the legality of expenditures 
but also weigh them from the standpoint of whether they were 
necessary. 

The CuarrMan. Tell us whether they were necessary. That is one 
of our problems. We need to try to find out whether they are 
necessary. 

Mr. Anprews. I am going to answer that very question in just about 
a minute. 

The Cuatmrmman. All right. 

Mr. Anprews. They also consider whether the activities that they 
review are economically organized as well as whether the y are eco- 
nomically managed. 

But one doesn't have to argue the logic of using the Comptroller 
General and the General Accounting Office. Congress has already 
twice said that they shall be used. It did so when it passed the Budget 
and Accounting Act of 1921—impliedly, certainly, if not specific: ally. 
It did it again “when it passed the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946, Unfortunately, however, Congress has never used the tools 
that it thus provided and has had at hand. Here, for instance, is 
what section 206 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 says: 


Section 206. The Comptroller General is authorized and directed to make an 
expenditure analysis of each agency in the executive branch of the Government 
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(including Government corporations), which, in the opinion of the Comptroller 
‘General, will enable Congress to determine whether public funds have been 
economically and efficiently administered and expended * * *. [Italics sup- 
plied.] 

The Cuatrman. Do you underscore “have been”? 

Mr. Anprews. Yes. If you will just be patient I think I will an- 
swer that. As a matter of fact, in the second next sentence it will be 
answered. 

We suggest that no group is likely to become better qualified to 
analyze plans for future expenditures than those whose business it has 
been for 30 years to ascertain and report to Congress whether public 
funds previously appropriated have been economically and efficiently 
administered and expended. Those who know the past are most likely 
to be the best judges of the future. : 

Does that answer your question ? 

The Cuarmman. Very well. 

Mr. Anprews. So there you have it. What S. 913 would provide 
already is required by existing law. Moreover, to a degree it is being 

srovided in audits now being made by the General Accounting Office. 
But Congress isn’t using it. Congress is fond of calling the Comp- 
troller General its right arm and its watchdog. The moving finger 


of that right arm oft has become cramped from its prodigious report: 


writing, and the watchdog’s throat equally as often has been hoars- 
ened by the vigorous warnings it has barked; but Congress seldom 
has either seen or heard these emanations from the hand and throat of 
its diligent and faithful servant in the cloistered and crowded depths 
of the Old Pension Building, or so it has seemed. Often has the 
Comptroller General been heard to say proudly yet sadly, as he did 
at a Senate subcommittee hearing on his appropriation requests for 
the year ended June 30, 1950: 

I might say that I have sent more reports to the Congress on waste and extrav- 
agance in 1 year than my predecessors sent during their entire terms of office. 

I should point out, lest someone get the erroneous impression that 
I am saying that the Comptroller General has not done his duty under 
section 206 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, that this 
directive never has been implemented by an appropriation. The 
record indicates that $1,000,000 was requested for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1948, for initiation of the work called for by this 
section, but this request was denied by the Independent Offices Sub- 
committee of the House Appropriations Committee. In reporting on 
this denial, Congressman Wigglesworth, chairman of the Independent 
Offices Subcommittee of the House Appropriaions Committee, had 
this to say: 

The committee feels that with the assistance already being furnished by the 
yeneral Accounting Office in its regular reports and otherwise to Congress and 
to many of its committees, and with the additional help now available in the 
augmented committee staffs, no additional appropriation to enable the General 


Accounting Office to begin its new duties under section 206 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act can be justified at this time. 


And then he went on to say this very significant thing: 


The committee believes that if such expenditures analyses are to be made on 
such a scale by a permanent staff it should be done by the General Accounting 
Office. I have discussed this matter with the Comptroller General and he does 
not object to the elimination of the item of $1,000,000, under all the circum- 
stances involved, provided it is understood that his office cannot begin work 
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pursuant to this new function unless and until an appropriation is made therefor 
at some later time. I think this, of course, will be clearly understood— (Con- 
gressional Record, vol. 93, pt. 6, p. 7175, June 17, 1947). 

I think if the committee will look into it more deeply they will find 
that one reason the Comptroller General was so agre sable to the 
dropping of that appropriation was that, being the faithful and 
economical servant of the people that he is, he did not want to start 
something that would duplicate something already being done by 
investigators here, there, and elsewhere, even in the Congress. And 
I cover that point later. 

The Cuarrman. If that is the right approach to it, and I am not 
saying that it is not, I am not quarreling with it at all, but I say if it 
is the right approach to it, I would ask you to state whether you feel 
that Congress should implement the law by making funds available 
to enable the Comptroller General to perform these services that we 
are seeking to establish here by this bill. 

Mr. Anprews. I do, indeed, Senator, but I would like to say this 
in that respect : Ever since 1946, since the war ended, the Comptroller 
General has been steadily reducing his staff. It was 15,000, as I recall 
it, when I went with them in 1945. And I think, perhaps, I should 
say, if I have not said it up to this time, I have not even talked to the 
Comptroller General. I do not know whether he agrees with me or 
whether he does not. I am not here as any emissary of his. 

The Cuamman. We will have the benefit of his testimony on this 
later. 

Mr. ANprews. But you see he has been reducing that staff steadily 
and it Is entirely within the realm of possibility that his further re- 
ductions as he gets his staff developed down to doing the type of 
work he is now aiming at, which is professional auditing of the high- 
est level—it is entirely probable that he will give you ‘reductions in 
his own budget that will more than pay for anything that you put 
up to pay for this job. In other words, it may not cost you anything. 

The Cuamman. I have great admiration for Lindsey Warren, and 
I do not know anyore at the head of any department of Government 
who has demonstrated, not only willingness, but the ability to-reor- 
ganize his agency so as to effectuate economies and still be highly effi- 
cient. I think he has done a remarkable job and set a splendid ex- 
ample that other agencies might emulate. 

I would certai and I have not discussed this particular 
measure with him—most ¢ arefully any suggestions or recommenda- 
tions he should make along this line. 

Mr. Anprews. Of course, I did not come here either to praise or 
condemn the Comptroller General. I want merely to state the facts. 
I think you know that he and I are far apart as the poles on one 
fundamental aspect of the Government’s accounting, but if there was 
ever a patriot in the service of the American Government, he is the 
man; and if you will give him this job to do I am certain that nobody 
in the world would do it better. 

The Cuairman. You do agree that the job should be done. 

Mr. Anprews. Yes, sir. Most assuredly. 

Senator Monroney. Is it not a fact that millions of dollars’ worth 
of service exist today if we had some money to pull it together to get 
the end products together. In other words, these studies as you said 
sarlier are going on, but Congress has no way of focusing the value 
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of those studies in a report that will be beamed at eliminating waste, 
duplication, and inefficiency ? 

Mr. Anvrews. The Senator has come in too late to get my comment 
on that particular aspect. 

Senator Monroney. I got that in your statement, but I was trying 
to point it up. 

Mr. Anprews. It is a fact. 

Senator Monroney. You are wasting the result of many millions 
of dollars of expenditures today that could be utilized as a by- 
product—I do not mean that we are wasting it, because the auditing 
is going on anyway, but by using the byproducts we would get many 
millions for 1 million expenditure. 

Mr. Anprews. You have a fire engine, but you are not using it. 
That is the answer to it. 

The CuatrmMan. Let me make this comment. As to all of these re- 
ports that are made, how many members of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee do you assume have read these reports when the agency repre- 
sentatives come before the Appropriations Committee and ask for 
appropriations ? 

Mr. Anvrews. I do not know. 

The Cuairman. If there was an analysis of those and a committee 
staff to equip us with the necessary information that has been de- 
veloped, that would be helpful. 

Mr. Anprews. You do not have to whip it up. Let me point out 
something that we did, just to answer the question that you have asked. 
The RFC report, for instance, was a tremendously long report. My 
recollection is that it was several volumes, but in about seven or eight 
pages we gave you the guts of that report in a summary in the begin- 
ning of it. And every report that comes out of that office comes out the 
same way. You do not have to spend nights and days studying these 
reports. You can get them all in 15 or 20 minutes, every one of them, 
and most of them in less time than that. We have tried to make it as 
easy as possible. We organized it so that it would be as easy as possi- 
ble to get the contents of these reports quickly. And that is not all. 
You do not have to read the report at all. The General Accounting 
Office is as close to you as your telephone. You need only to call up 
and say, for instance, “I want to talk to you about the Panama Rail- 
road,” and in 15 minutes the man who audited the Panama Railroad 
would be at your side to tell you anything you wanted to know about 
it. Isubmit there is not anyone in the United States Government who 
knows more about it than that man. That is all I am asking you to do. 

The Cuamman. We are failing to utilize that? 

Mr. Anprews. You certainly are. 

The Cuamman. That is what I am trying to explore here and find 
out how to get this job done. 

Mr. Anprews. Well now shall I proceed ? 

The CHatrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Anprews. As we understand it, the Senate, in considering the 
Independent Offices Appropriations Act of 1950, added $800,000 to 
the General Accounting Office’s appropriation for initiating the work 
required under section 206 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946, but this $800,000 was stricken from the bill in conference and 
so was not included in the 1950 appropriation as finally approved. 
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Thus, it is apparent that the General Accounting Office never has 
been given any money to carry out the directive given to the Comp- 
troller General by section 206 of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946. However, the directive remains on the statute books, and we 
understand that in spite of not hav:ng been given funds to carry 
it out the Comptroller General has nevertheless contrived to so draw 
his audit programs that at least some of the expenditure analyses 


* required by this section will be made—in fact, are now being made— 


in the course of his staff’s discharge of its regular auditing duties. 

(I will tell you later about a case that I am personally familiar with 
that is happening now, the details of which will astound you. ) 

Finally, it must be pointed out that if it were decided to use the 
Comptroller General and the General Accounting Office to do what 
is provided by S. 913, even this salutary step might duplicate investi- 
gative work now being done by staffs of committees of Congress and 
by the legislative staff located in the Library of Congress. ‘The same 
would be true, of course, if S. 913 were adopted. But Congress can 
very quickly terminate this duplication by requiring that all investi- 
gations of fiscal matters be referred to the Comptroller General and 
the General Accounting Office, and we strongly urge that this be done. 
The Comptroller General is Congress’ man; he and the staff of the 
General Accounting Office work for.and report to Congress, and their 
qualifications for making fiscal examinations and investigations are 
of the very highest order. 

To summarize, we heartily concur in the opinion that control of ap- 
propriations by the executive branch of the Government is dangerous 
and intolerable and that Congress should move without further delay 
to cure its surrender of this vital prerogative. But we strongly urge: 

(a) That creation of a Joint Committee on the Budget is unneces- 
sary and would worsen rather than improve the present situation. 

Senator Munpr. I am not quite clear why you feel it might worsen 
the situation. 

Mr. Anprews. You missed the earlier part of this discourse. Be- 
cause it would increase duplication and overlapping of one staff with 
another, in my opinion. 

Senator Munpr. You mean a joint staff? 

Mr. Anprews. Yes. We do not think that the joint staff is neces- 


> sary. Weare arguing here that the Comptroller General is the logical 


man to do this work if you are to avoid duplication. 

Senator Munpr. I understand that. I have read the statement. 
I understand how you feel the Comptroller General might do the job 
better, but I have not seen anything in the statement in which you 
say anything yet which makes it clear in my mind how it would 


> worsen if you follow this legislation. 


Mr. Anprews. I think it worsens any situation to get too many 
fingers in the pie. Where everybody is messing with the soup it is 
apt to turn out pretty watery. 

Senator Munpr. It depends upon what they are doing. If they are 
checking and auditing and surveying, trying to reduce expenditures, 
it may be better to have a few more than less. 

Mr. Anprews. When you get to arguing all of the possibilities that 


4 one might figure from a situation of that kind, I am lost. I do not 


know how to project my mind into so many different directions. All 
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I know is that when I am given a job to do, if you let me alone, I 
will do it, but if you get somebody else to do the same thing, and I 
do not know what he is doing and he does not know what I am doing, 
and he is jealous of my jurisdiction and I of his, you are getting 
into a worse situation. 

Senator Monroney. Is it not a fact that the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act gave to the Appropriations Committee unlimited authority 
to staff itself, and that it was the idea that these two staffs in the 
Senate and the House would work jointly ? 

Mr. Anprews. I pointed that out. 

Senator Monronry. Therefore to duplicate that with another staff 
system and another joint committee, means you will have conflict and 
jealousy of jurisdiction and overlapping, just the same thing you are 
trying to avoid in the executive branch. 

‘Mr. Anvrews. I think that is so absolutely. 

Senator Munpr. Do they work jointly? 

Senator Monronry. They are supposed to. It was the idea of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act that we would have professional staffs 
that would cooperate, that they would follow the budget requests from 
the time they become a glint in a bureaucrat’s eye until they went 
through the budget office and then when the Appropriations Commit- 
tee got the budget that they would know as much about what was in 
the budget as the man who made it up and we would have that advance 
study. 

As I recall, there are only about 12 members on the House Appro- 
priations C ommittee staff handling a budget of over $60 billion. That 
is better than $5 billion worth of workload per staff member. It is 
obvious that they cannot look inside and find out where this waste and 
duplication is, but if you had the machinery and the technicians geared 
to your committee staff, using and correlating and coordinating the 
information already available in the files of the ¢ ‘omptroller General 
you would have a system that I believe would work. 

The Cuarmman. That is what we are trying to do in this bill. The 
present procedures have not worked effectively. 

Senator Munpr. As I recall, the chairman in his speech to the Sen- 
ate the day he introduced the bill said something about that. 

The Cuatrman. They have now 40 staff members on the House com- 
mittee and we have, I believe, 14 on the Senate committee, that is, 
clerical and all. 

I recall I said in my preliminary remarks here that this job could 
be done by each committee if it had an adequate staff. W hat IT am 
attempting to do is to compel the job to be done without each Appro- 
priations Committee hiring separate technical experts to do a staff 
job just for the single committee alone, but to try to coordinate them. 
I am not contending that there is no better way. Iam simply saying 
that the job is not being done and that we have to find some way to 
do it, if we are to solve this problem. 

Senator Monroney. I do not believe that the record will show there 
are 40 staff members on the House Appropriations Committee. There 
may be a number of stenographers and messengers and people like 
that, but as I recall the men, what you call staff experts, there are about 
12 or there were 12 last year. They are good. I would not want to 
cast one bit of lack of confidence on these 12 men, but the job is stu- 
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pendous, and no 12 men, no matter how wonderful they are, can get on 
top of a $60 billion budget. 

The CHairMan. I meant the total number of employees of the 
committee, rather than the professional staff. The total employees 
I think of the Senate Appropriations Committee consist of only 14. 
It is impossible for that number to undertake to do this joo. 

At this point I am inserting two statements which describe the staffs 
of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, and of the 
House Appropriations Committee, respectively. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


POWERS AND STAFF OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL REVENUE TAXATION 


Oldest of the current joint committees is that on Internal Revenue Taxation 
created by the Revenue Act of 1926 to assist the two taxation committees. Ten 
members, five from the House Ways and Means Committee and five from the 
Senate Finance Committee, comprise this body. The original act empowered the 
committee to appoint as many “experts” and clerical staff as it deemed necessary 
to effectuate its responsibilities for investigation into the operation, effects, 
administration, and need for simplification of internal revenue taxes. It is 
not limited by the Reorganization Act as to staffing. Despite opposition from 
the Treasury Department, Congress enlarged the powers of this committee in the 
Revenue Act of 1942 making the furnishing of information, suggestions, data, 
estimates, and statistics to the joint committee or its staff compulsory on the 
part of the executive departments upon committee request. A special postwar 
study of taxation was undertaken in collaboration with the staff of thé Treasury 
Department and the Bureau of Internal Revenue under authority of a 1944 resolu- 
tion of the joint committee. The joint committee staff does no tariff studies and 
little social-security tax work. 

Colin Stam, a tax lawyer, who originally joined the committee staff in 1927, 
has served as chief of staff since that time. He has authority to recruit and 
select both professional and clerical staff subject to pro forma approval by the 
committee. His usual method of recruitment is to write to universities, law 
schools, bar associations, economists, and professional acquaintances when he 
has.a junior vacancy. Occasionally he acquires a staff member from the Treas- 
ury Department. His selection is made on a nonpartisan basis. Promotion from 
within is the policy followed insofar as practicable. In 1948 the professional 
staff numbered 17, including the chief, 2 economists, 4 statisticians, 4 lawyers, 
1 accountant, 1 administrative assistant in the office on the “Hill,” 3 lawyers and 
1 accountant, also an attorney located at the Bureau of Internal Revenue to 
review tax refunds over $75,000. Eight clerks were also employed. The staff 
was divided into the following units: administrative, budget and revenue, code, 
economic, estimating and statistical, legal review and refund, and technical 
advisory. Positions have been classified and salary scales have heen worked out 
on a basis similar to that in use in the executive branch. Thus both because the 
staff is larger and the range of pay worked out more rationally, staff members 
have had more opportunity for promotion and salary advancement than on the 
regular standing committees, 

The joint committee staff tries to work with both parties in each House. The 
chief of staff described their relationship to committee members as that of lawyer 
and client in developing a “case” for both sides. But because of time pressures 
and manpower limitations their work is of necessity primarily with the majority 
rather than with the minority. The staff performs tasks requested by the 
minority if it has time. 





Source: Gladys M. Kammerer, The Staffing of the Committees of Congress, the Bureau 
of Government Research, University of Kentucky, 1949, pp. 28—29. 





STAFFING OF HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Reep of New York * * * for 6 months before an appropriation bill 
is coming out, before they are to be heard, they start in doing nothing except 
building up a case against the Committee on Appropriations. Now, that is not 
the fault of the Committee on Appropriations, but it is the system of btireauc- 
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racy at work within to constantly expand and get all the money it can get. 
I always felt that if you spent a billion dollars, if that would cover it, to get 
the right kind of people in these bureaus investigating from one end of the 
year to the other, you would save many billions of dollars for this Gov- 
ernment. * * * 

Mr. CANNON. It is not necessary to spend extraordinary amounts for this 
purpose, Our system is not only the most efficient and the most effective, our 
experts are not only the best trained that can be secured, but we secure them at 
a minimum of expense, which in itself is not a matter to be neglected. 

Most of our experts are trained by the FBI. I think it would be generally 
coneeded that there are no better trained men in the world. They are avail- 
able to us at any time, and we use them the year around. Every summer when 
vacation comes, if there is a vacation, in anticipation of the time when we will 
be absent we order investigations into every department which any member 
of the committee or anyone outside the committee thinks ought to be investi- 
gated, and during the summer while we are away these experts are at work. 
When we come back the reports are ready for us. It is done efficiently and at 
a minimum of expense. 

There is a sort of vogue going around that we do not spend enough money on 
our staff; that we ought to have permanent investigators and ought to pay them 
higher salaries. There are always people who do not want to use a spade 
unless it is gold-plated. 

What happens when you put men permanently on the staff? They get lazy. 
They develop friendships with the departments. If you get misfits it is hard 
to fire them. They develop a camaraderie with the members of the committee 
and get their salaries raised. Everybody downtown knows them. When they 
enter the door the word is passed through the building, “Here comes that fellow 
from the committee.” When there is no investigation they sit around cooling 
their heels and their time and their salary is wasted. When we do not have 
any further investigating to do we send all of our men back to the Bureau and 
we do not waste a cent on them. Then when you have 10 or 20 investigations, 
if you have a permanent staff, the staff is not big enough to handle all investi- 
gations at one time. We can get any number from FBI and we get them at the 
salaries FBI pays them. We do not pay them any longer than we have to use 
them, and when the investigation is finished they go back and are through. 
Professional investigators have an interest in prolonging and extending an in- 
vestigation so as to hold their jobs and retain their salaries. The men that 
are sent up here from the department come here and make the investigation 
and when their job is completed go back and there is no further expense. We 
have new men on every investigation. No one in the department knows they 
represent the committee until we so advise them. We have a fresh group on 
every inquiry. And new brooms sweep clean. So clean, in fact, that we seldom 
have to assign a second group to the same investigation. 

Mr. Chairman, we have obtained every pertinent fact we have asked for in the 
last 2 years. No one can say that we have requested information which was not 
secured, and that the information supplied was not accurate and comprehen- 
VE OSs ee 

Mr. Cannon, That is the very point I want to answer and the very point that 
occasions this misunderstanding in my response yesterday. 

The men in charge of our investigation system are FBI men—everyone of 
them—and when we order an investigation, either at the suggestion of the 
minority or the majority—and most of them this year have been at the suggestion 
of the minority rather than the majority—when the requisition is made it goes to 
an FBI man invariably. FBI men are in charge, as the gentleman is aware. 

Here is the point I did not know at the time. I did not know that these FBI 
men in the discharge of their duties sometimes call upon men from other depart- 
ments to assist them, and who act under their direction. * * * 

In conclusion, I append a letter on the subject just received from Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover, the honored and distinguished Director of the Bureau under discussion : 


FEepERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washigton, D. 0., March 22, 1951. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. ConeressMAN: I have just finished reading the remarks which 

you made on the floor of the House of Representatives on March 21, 1951, in your 
discussion with Representative Coudert of New York. I want you to know that 
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I deeply appreciate your very commendatory statement concerning the opera- 
tions of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, of its staff, and of my administra- 
tion of it. It is indeed regrettable that any Member of Congress should have 
seen fit to cast asperations upon this organization when we have so diligently, 
and, I believe effectively throughout the years that I have been the Director of 
it under both Democratic and Republican administrations, striven to maintain its 
fairness, objectivity, and nonpartisan complexion. 

As you well know, the Federal Bureau of Investigation has furnished to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives under both Re- 
publican and Democratic administrations, and this is the first time that I have 
noted criticism of making members of the FBI's staff available to the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the House of Representatives on the grounds that the in- 
vestigators so assigned were prejudiced in their viewpoint or were not qualified 
in auditing, accounting, and efficiency syrveys. We have on our staff at the 
present time 647 accountants and over the years this Bureau has been called upon 
by United States attorneys throughout the 96 judicial districts to make some of 
the most intricate accounting and auditing examinations and efficiency surveys 
of various Governmental agencies. I believe an examination of the reports made 
by this Bureau in the performance of its duties would convince any fair-minded 
man that there was not an iota of bias or prejudice in the reports. 

I am indeed grateful to you for your action in endeavoring to present a correct 
picture of what the Federal Bureau of Investigation has tried to do through its 
years of operation. 

Sincerely, J. EpGar Hoover. 


Mr. Rooney. Mr. Speaker, I have listened with great interest to the remarks 
just previously made by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. Halleck) and should 
like to call his attention to certain facts with regard to House Appropriations 
Committee investigations. 

May I first say as chairman of one of the important subcommittees on appro- 
priations that I have never known of an instance in my years on the Committee on 
Appropriations where any member of the minority asked for an investigation of 
an agency or activity that the request was not immediately concurred in by the 
chairman and all the other members of the committee. * * * 

I conclude with this statement : I have never as yet met any of the investigators 
who have conducted investigations for my subcommittee. The practice is to 
outline a request in writing, the purpose of the investigation. It is then signed 
by the chairman of the subcommittee and the ranking minority member, by the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Cannon), chairman of the full com- 
mittee, and the distinguished ranking minority member, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. Taber). From that moment of signing until the report in typewritten 
form is presented to me as chairman, with two additional copies thereof, I have 
never spoken to any one of the investigators. Immediately upon receipt of the 
copies of the report one is handed to the ranking minority member, the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. Stefan), and the other is held by the clerk of the subcommit- 
tee for the use of subcommittee members. 


Source: Portions of debate in House of Representatives, March 21 and 22, 1951. Congres- 
sional Record, portions of pp. 2886-2887, 2980-2981. 


Senator Munpr. I would like to ask the Senator from Oklahoma 
a question, because he has spent a lot of time and study on the Re- 
organization Act. 

I had felt when I first read over S. 913 there might by an analogy 
between the proposal of Senator McClellan and what seems to be 
operating rather satisfactorily in the field of taxation in the joint 
committee. 

Senator Monronry. That is what we had in mind, was the same 
type of highly expert staff that the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation has to serve both Houses and come up with a pretty 
good thing. 

Senator Munpr. The Reorganization Act now provides authority 
to set that up? 
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Senator Monroney. It certainly does. We gave them not only 
the authority, but the Appropriations Committee unlimited authority 
to employ such experts as they deemed necessary. 

The Cuarman. The act gave them that authority. 

Senator Munpr. What you want to do is to make it mandatory. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. It may be unnecessary for them to retain 
the same number of professional experts on their staff as they now have, 
if this commitee is set up but, certainly, we can agree that the Appro- 
priations Committees have not worked ‘together to carry out the per- 
mission to enlarge their staffs which Congress gave them, since the 
act did not make it mandatory. 

Senator Monronry. They do‘not work in the formation of the 
budget. I mean as it takes shape. Fifty percent of the work of 
Congress is in the fiscal field, in the control of the purse strings. 

Senator Munpr. As I understand it I believe that on tax legisla- 
tion the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation is consulted 

in the formation of the suggestion, is it not ? 

Senator Monroney. It certainly is. 

Senator Munpr. You have in mind to do the same thing with the 
expenditures ? 

The CHamman. To do the same thing with expenditures that we are 
now doing with reference to revenues. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Anprews. I was summarizing the alternatives to S. 913, the 
reason for it and the recommendations. I will proceed. 

(6) That full advantage should be taken of the potentialities of 
the Comptroller General “and the General Accounting Office as the 
independent auditor and investigator for Congress ; 

(c) That, specifically, the Comptroller General and the General 
Accounting Office be used to provide the Congress with the services 
called for by S. 913; and 

(d) That the conducting of all investigations of fiscal matters 
be entrusted to the Comptroller General and the General Accounting 
Office. 

Last year, as you well know, Senator, I testified before this com- 
mittee in opposition to a bill that became the Budget and Accounting 
Procedure Act of 1950. I objected to this bill on several erounds— 
primarily on the grounds that it failed to provide an accounting 
department for the Government under a qualified director and that 
it unduly and improperly made the Comptroller General a party to 
administrative decisions that should never be imposed upon any inde- 
pendent auditor. I still continue of that opinion. I pointed out that 
if the Comptroller General were to be in fact the independent auditor 
for Congress and as such a member of the congressional family, he 
should be used accor digly and should be reliev ed of his part in the 
management of those affairs that should be regarded as—and made— 
the exclusive responsibility of the executive branch of the Government. 

There were some who chose to assail that testimony as an effort 


on our part to reduce the importance and prestige of the Comptroller 


General's office. 

We hope that what we have recommended here today will dispel 
this groundless fear, because these recommendations make specific 
applic ation of the bilidlaeonhiy upon which what we said on that 
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oceasion was based. We sought then, and we seek today, to prevail 
upon the Congress to avail itself of all of the potential usefulness 
of an officer and of the staff of an organization who are Congress’ 
own, and could be made not only more useful to Congress than they 
now are—and their present usefulness is undeniably great—but also 
the most powerful influence for public thrift (a r ather rare virtue 
these days) at ~ national level that the country has even seen. I 
should add that the rarity of public thrift is not limited to the Federal 
Government. 

We say this with the deepest sincerity and with some emotion, 
because we entertain grave concern about what will happen if the 
present costly situation is not corrected. 

The Senator realizes how grave the situation is. All of you do, 
I am sure. 

So we say: We already have the man, the organization, and the 
law that it takes to do what is called for by S. 913. Let’s not make 
the mistake of piling more organization on top of the present be- 
wildering colossus and more expense on top of the already inordinate 
cost of government. What we already have isn’t just good enough ; 
it is exceptionally good. All we have to do is use it. So, let’s use it. 

In conclusion I would like to call your attention to one thought 
that has occurred to me since I wrote that and, also, a statement of 
the Comptroller General. I hope you will not ask me for any details 
on this case that I am going to talk about. If you insist I will give 
them to you. but it would be premature to call names at this time. 
The Department or organization I shall ailude to is really trying to do 
something about it. lam a member of the Board, and I am sure that 
correction will be made. If it isn’t, I will quit. 

We have a situation where one organization of the Government is 
spending $408,000 a year for the purpose of buying only $4,800,000 
worth of goods. 

The Cuairman. Does not the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act apply there 

Mr. Anprews. That ae not take care of it. I have checked and 
found a city that services twice as many requisitions, issues twice as 
many pureh 1ase orders that does a superb job of purch: ising for $56,000. 
There is a cost of § to 1 that is completely out of order. 

The Cuairman. That is a good instance of the thing that we want 
to correct. 

Mr. Anprews. Right. What I want to point out to you is this, who 
is getting us the information on that situation? The General Ac- 
counting Office. If you were confronted with the same thing you 
would do exactly what we have done. You would call the General 
Accounting Office and say, “Send me your man who had charge of the 
audit of this organization,” and you would talk to him, and you would 
put him on the trail and on the scent and tell him to investigate it, 
and he would come back to you, and, believe me, he would give you the 
story as they are giving it to us. It is so logical. It is so perfec tly 
simple to do this thing, because it is all set up for you. It is right 
there. The coats are hanging on the rack, all you have to do is to put 
them on. 
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Here is what the Comptroller General said in a letter to Congress, 
I think early this year, explaining the progress of his work. He 
said: 

It is essential to our economic survival not only that the national defense 
be strengthened but that it be done as effectively and economically as possible. 

He is talking about the Defense Department. I know nothing 
about the Defense Department’s policy, but I was in the Army once 
and in the Marine Corps in the second war and I could tell you, as all 
of you know, that war is the most wasteful activity that man has 
ever gotten into and it is mighty easy to spend the money that some- 
body else puts up. And the Army and the Navy and the Marine 
Corps and the Air Corps boys are experts at doing just that. 

The Cuarrman, It is very easy to be careless in asking for funds to 
spend, 

Mr. Anprews. Yes, sir. The Comptroller General continues: 


On this score the General Accounting Office bids fair to make a real contribu- 
tion, 


And I am underscoring from here on: 


We will not only audit defense spending, but we will also concentrate to seek out 
excesses, waste, and extravagance in the defense program. At the same time 
we will continue to keep a watchful eye on civilian spending to ferret out those 
extravagances and frills which our country should not and cannot endure. 

I understand that the response from Congress to that letter was 
resounding and heartening to the Comptroller General. 

I say to you gentlemen that if Congress feels that way about that 
declaration of the Comptroller General in which he said, in effect, 
“Gentlemen, I am doing what S. 913 wants me to do,” then why even 
waste the time to argue whether that is the thing todo? Here is the 
man, the organization, everything, set up ready to use. Let us use him. 

Senator Munpr. You are not alleging that everything is now being 
done which should be done? 

Mr. Anprews. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. The authority is there if Congress desires to use it. 

Mr. Anprews. I am saying that the engine is there, the steam is up. 
All we need is somebody to pull the throttle. Give the Comptroller 
General the money and let the throttle be opened and the job be done. 

Senator Munpr. What you are arguing is that we should appro- 
priate between $800,000 and $1,000,000 to give them the additional 
staff to undertake these functions and that Congress should call upon 
that organization to provide the service. 

Mr. Anprews. All Congress needs to do is to read S. 913 and say, 
“That is what we want you to do in addition to what you are now 
doing and here is the money you need to do it.” If you give him 
$10,000,000 I tell you it will be one of the cheapest buys you ever 
made. 

Senator Monroney. In your proposal to have the General Account- 
ing Office function in place of the joint committee staff I wonder if 
you have given any thought to the fact that Congress once abolished 
the independent Commission on Efficiency and Economy, though it 
had about 20 years of experience. You do not have any idea about 
that ? 

Mr. Anprews. I do not know anything about it, no, sir. 
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Senator Monroney. You mentioned Legislative Reference Service. 
Where do they fit into the picture of this economy ? 

Mr. Anprews. I did not mention them, I do not believe, specifically. 
What I referred to was the investigations that are conducted by a 
group in the Library of Congress. I know that is being done, because 
I encountered that myself. I do not know why they should be con- 
ducting investigations. 

Senator Monroney. The Library of Congress Reference Service 
was set up as a sort of fact-finding and research division for Congress. 
They function largely not on the fiscal line, but we would like to have 
somebody functioning on fiscal lines and doing the same good job that 
the Legislative Reference Service is doing on policy and on legislation 
and general problems of Government. 

Mr. Anprews. So long as it does not overlap, it is OK. 

Senator Monroney. I do not see any conflict of interest at all be- 
tween the Legislative Reference Service. 

Mr. Anprews. There was conflict. I do not remember the specific 
investigation, but I know that when I was up here there were several 
investigations made by that group which went strictly into the fiscal 
field. And in my opinion it was completely out of their line and over 
their heads. 

Senator Monroney. We call on the Legislative Reference Service 
for want of anybody else to call on at the present time. They are set 
up to do research and get the facts and figures and they, undoubtedly, 
call on the General Accounting Office for some of their basic infor- 
mation. It is research rather than investigatory. 

Mr. Anprews. Call it what you want just so that we do not overlap 
and get the job done. I would like to see the budget reduced. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to see us get on top of the budget 
for once, so that Congress is as familiar with every line in it as it 
possibly can be. And the only way we will do it is by utilizing, as 
you say, the General Accounting Office and a staff to help open up 
this channel of communication so that finally the information in the 
Government departments is discovered and analyzed by the General 
Accounting Office and becomes available to the appropriating com- 
mittees of the Congress. 

Mr. Anprews. I would say that if you say to the Comptroller 
General, “We want you to do this job,” he would probably do what 
he did when you passed the Corporation Control Act. He organized 
a division and got the job done. He probably would organize a divi- 
sion for cooperation with Congress and get going on it, and everybody 
else would work with him and help him. 

Senator Monroney. The other directives in the Legislative Reor- 
ganization Act that put some responsibility on the General Accounting 
Office have been carried out remarkably well. That is about the only 
branch of Government that we asked to do a job that did it. 

Mr. Anprews. They do not wait to be told what to do. You give 
them a little hint and they will do it. 

Senator Dworsnak. Because of having served on both the House 
and Senate Appropriations Committees I do not deal with theory; 
I talk about experience. I know of your excellent work during the 
Eightieth Congress when we had many contacts through the opera- 
tions of the Senate Appropriations Committee. 
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Mr. Anprews. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Dworsuax. I'am sure there was not any evidence of parti- 
sanship. I am sure that occasionally some questions are settled upon 
that basis, but usually there are just as many Democrats, you might 

say, as Republicans who favor economy, if there is available some way 

to coordinate the thinking of those people who recognize we cannot 
continue to have an unbalanced budget without doing considerable 
damage to our economy and the security of our country. 

On page 2 of your statement you said that everybody is observing 
a growing loss of confidence and faith in the Government and those 
who run it. Senator Schoeppel mentioned before he left for another 
hearing that he had heard from home. I suppose every Member of 
Congress hears from home. 

Are not these critics the same people who are responsible for having 
enthroned in the executive branch of Government for the past 18 
vears the system involving waste, inefliciency, and extravagance which 
1s responsible for se dilemma facing the country today ? 

Mr. Anprews. I did not classify them as I talked to them, but, of 
course, it is a truism that those who bellyache the worst often are those 
that get you into the very trouble that they complain of. 

Senator Dworsuax. The ones that stayed at home on election, 
those are the ones who are the severest critics today. 

Mr. Anprews. I wouldn’t be surprised if this were found to be the 
case, 

Senator Dworsuak. We have had a tremendous public debt, annual 
deficits, failure to balance the budget primarily because these people 
operating through pressure groups have been responsible for this 
situation. Is that not true largely? 

Mr. Anprews. Generally true, I think; yes. 

Senator Dworsnax. You know from your contacts with the Appro- 
priations Committees in Congress that many research reports are 
made—at least, they were when I was on the two committees—and 
those reports are directly disregarded because many members of those 
committees prefer to spend money instead of to save money. 

What will you do about it?) What will you do to set up machinery 
that will convince members of the Appropriations Committees and 
the Members of both the Senate and the House that the budget 
requests set up by the executive department are not sacrosant and 
that they are full of water and that there is a deliberate desire to 
befuddle and to deceive Congress in the presentation of requests for 
appropriations for the executive branch? What will you do about it? 

Mr. Anprews. I do not know what you are going to do about it, 
but I know what I would try to do. 

Senator Dworsnak. I ask sincerely what do vou suggest be done 
about it? 

Mr. Anprews. I think in the first place you have got to know your 
facts before vou start attacking anything. 

Senator DworsnaKk. I think that is true. 

Mr. Anprews. I am suggesting here a plan whereby you can get 
the facts as to how these various departments are organized and how 
they are managed. With the facts in hand, then I would set out 
to do something about it. You say, ae right: you probably would 
not stay here very long if you did.” TI admit if I were elected to 
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the Senate, I would not last more than one term. I probably would 
be impeached before that term is over. I would not stand for some 
of the stuff that goes on around here. 

Senator DworsHax. Probably you put your finger on it. When 
public sentiment demands economy and reductions in the budget we 
will get them. 

Mr. ANprews. That is right. 

Senator DworsHax. And not any sooner. 

Mr. Anprews. I do think that it is incumbent upon the legislative 
representatives of the people to afford leadership that will create 
that demand for economy when they know that the country’s welfare 
is at stake in the extravagance and waste that is going on. 

Senator Dworsuak. I have served on these committees and every 
time a budget request was made for a specific sum, certain members 
of that committee would say that, “We cannot justify cutting a single 
penny out of that request,” without knowing what the funds were to be 
used for. 

Mr. Anprews. That is right. 

Senator Dworsuax. They were just satisfied that if the Bureau of 
the Budget made that request that that settled it. It was not the 
duty of Congress to go beyond that. I have not had that explicit faith 
in the executive branch, the Bureau of the Budget. When reference 
has been made to the 500 employees of the Bureau of the Budget, I 
wonder, Mr. Chairman, if that includes the scores of budget officials 
within each agency and bureau in the executive branch of Govern- 
ment. Is that confined merely to the Bureau ? 

The CuairmMan. Merely to the Bureau of the Budget. I think they 
had 530 employees the last time I checked. Of course, you have other 
agencies that are serving in an advisory capacity to the President that 
have staffs. 

Senator Dworsuax. To be specific, the Commerce Department, the 
Interior Department and others each maintain a full staff on an annual 
basis whose duties it is to study and make a final budget request of the 
Bureau of the Budget ? 

The Cuarman. They all have a budget staff, that is true. Of 
course, we recognize the Budget Bureau as the official voice of the 
Chief Executive with reference to expenditures. 

Senator Dworsuak. I agree with you, of course, that it would be 
very desirable to have a lot of accurate statistics and data available 
dealing with appropriation requests submitted to Congress by the 
Bureau of the Budget, but would you not agree with me that lacking 
the availability of detailed information, if Congress wanted tv econo- 
mize it could arbitrarily say, “We will cut 5 percent, or 10 percent, or 
15 percent, or 20 percent from any budget request made by the Bureau 
of the Budget to the Congress,” and probably not be far off in doing 
a good job? 

Mr. Anprews. That is a very hard question to answer, but I have 
seen enough of public administration to know that all budget requests 
are usually watered. I do not want that to be construed as a charge 
by me that the Budget Bureau is watering the budget requests that 
they send down here, but I do know this, and all you need to do is to 
walk around through the departments of Washington here and else- 
where, to see people sitting on their duffs doing nothing and running 
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down to the soda-water stand or the coffee bar, to find out that the 
Budget Bureau may not know that the thing is so thoroughly blown 
up. Actually, in fact, it is blown up terribly. And if you cuz 20 
percent off, in my opinion—and there was an honest reaction to it, 
— would not be any loss of time, there would be a lot better job 
done. 

Senator DworsHak. Let me interpolate this one thought. I would 
like the record to show that I believe the Bureau of the Budget does 
a much better job than the individual budgeting agencies within the 
various departments of the Government because the record will show 
in most cases that the Bureau of the Budget does reduce the original 
requests submitted by each of the departments. Is that not true? 

Mr. Anprews. Right. Whatever their sins I shudder to think 
what the situation would be if you did not have it. 

Senator Monroney. Right there, referring to Senator Dworshak’s 
suggestion that you can take a 5- or 10- or 20-percent cut across the 
board, there are agencies in Government, like the Pure Food and Drug 
Administration with a very small staff administering Nation-wide 
laws. It has never grown. It has just conducted its work without 
asking for more help. 

I would venture to say there are dozens of such agencies. Those 
agencies are run efficiently. If they are given a 20-percent cut, you 
just give mass injustice rather than the thing you are talking about, 
doing this with a surgeon’s knife. 

Let us find out where the fat is and remove that. Let us not cripple 
the efficiency of agencies that have already cut down and then give 
them another 20-percent. cut. You reduce these agencies to impotency. 

Senator DworsHak. I want to qualify what I said. I meant the 
budget for any department. Certainly I would give the department 
the discretion to make the reductions on the basis that probably no 
cuts would be made in some agencies and larger cuts in others. 

Of course, I agree with you it would be very unfair to discriminate 
against or attempt to penalize those bureaus and agencies which have 
been operating upon an efficient basis. I certainly would not want to 
do that. 

Mr. Anprews. I would like to say that I took your question to apply 
on a unit basis rather than otherwise. My reply was not meant to 
indicate that I have any confidence in the across-the-board cuts. I 
do not believe in that course. I think we ought to act with knowledge. 

Senator Monroney. That is why we get the facts from the General 
Accounting Office. I would dislike to be a lawyer with all of the 
experts and the law on one side of the table and nothing on my side. 
What I am asking for and what I think that Senator McClellan is 
asking for, and what we all seek, is to put somebody on our side of the 
table who can do just as much arguing and just as much stating of 
the facts and do as much questioning as to whe this money has to be 
appropriated as the fellows on the other side of the table can tell us 
why they have to have the money. 

Mr. Anprews. I think you are 100 percent right. 

Senator DworsnaKx. The main reason is that the Government 
never gets the full 100 cents worth of value for the dollar of the tax- 
payer’s money that is expended. Are you not reasonably sure that it 
is In very rare instances that the Government does get full value for 
its expenditures. 
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Mr. Anprews. Not only true of the Federal Government, but every 
government in the United States, State, local and so forth, they are 
short-changing the taxpayer. 

Senator Monroney. Would you not have to go on an original as- 
sumption that all public business because of its limitations for pro- 
tecting public interest is subject to waste and extravagance and 
lost motion? The very record-keeping and the protection of public 
interests requires additional personnel to make six copies of each, to 
keep copies of everything you write, and to keep records for dozens 
of years, where it is not set up on any pattern that is comparable to 
what a business would operate on. You still can get some efficiency 
and some saving out of careful scrutiny and careful administration 
and supervision of these agencies. 

Mr. Anprews. That is one point on which you and I would have to 
disagree. I have been in public office as an administrative officer at all 
three levels, State, local and Federal. And I can tell you that the 
sum total of all of that experience convinces me of the soundness of 
one conclusion that I have held ever since I first heard of government, 
that is that there is no reason in the world to accept the assumption 
that government of itself necessarily has to be wasteful. 

If you put honest people and efficient people in charge, you do not 
have to make that assumption. And why we in this country have to 
accept the idea that our public affairs shall be entrusted to people that 
we are going to assume at the beginning are wasteful and ignorant 
and incompetent, I do not know. I just do not accept that. 

Senator Monroney. In all fairness, one should say that a job as the 
comptroller maybe of a department employing five or six hundred 
thousand people and paying the personnel man maybe five or six 
thousand dollars a year, and the top administrator around $10,000, 
will not be as well managed as a corporation that pays $50,000 or 
$60,000 for that same talent. 

Mr. Anprews. People have to live and men ought to be compen- 
sated in proportion to their responsibilities that they bear, but, for- 
tunately for the Government, there are a great many people who enjoy 
the prestige of being a public official and will render efficient service 
if they are encouraged from above, but nobody is going to render 
efficient service unless he is encouraged from above to do it. Leader- 
ship, in other words, of the right sort is what we really need. 

Senator Monronrey. We have an endless stream of men that we 
train up to positions and then we lose them when they take private 
jobs for three or four times the salaries that Government can pay. 

Mr. Anprews. That is healthy, Senator. I believe in turn-over in 
business. The healthiest thing this Government could possibly have 
would be to have that happen oftener than it does, because we would 
not encumber ourselves. 

Senator Monroney. Your best ones are grabbed, and you keep the 
least efficient in many cases. 

Mr. Anprews. It does not have to be that way. It is only that way 
because of our short-sighted policies in dealing with personnel and 
with administrative problems generally. That is the only reason it 
is that way. 

The Cuarrman. I personally want to thank you, Mr. Andrews, and 
on behalf of the committee, and to express our appreciation for your 
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taking the time and the interest to come here and to undertake to be 
helpful to us and to serve your Government. 

I am not disagreeing with anything that you have said at all. I 
want to weigh what you have said along with the other testimony 
that we may hear, together with the objectives of this bill, and hope 
that the committee, when we have concluded these hearings, will have 
developed facts and information and have constructive recommenda- 
tions that will enable us either to implement what already exists to get 
these services, or to create a joint committee that will be under the 
direct control of the Congress itself and the members of the Appro- 
priations Committees to see that the information is developed, to the 
end that we may eliminate a lot of waste that we know now is occurring 
because of the lack of this service being provided. 

I wish to personally thank you for your appearance. 

Mr. Anprews. Thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Dibble, will you come forward, please. 


STATEMENT OF LEWIS A. DIBBLE, CHAIRMAN, GOVERNMENT 
SPENDING COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFAC- 
TURERS 


Mr. Disste. My name is Lewis A. Dibble. I am president of the 
Eastern Malleable Iron Co., located in Naugatuck, (oon. but I am 
here today as a representative of the National Association of Manu- 
facturers. I am also chairman of the association’s Government spend- 
ing committee, which has for many years studied the problem of 
Federal expenditures. 

We are distressed by the sharp upward trend of Federal expendi- 
tures and have endeavored to make realistic recommendations which 
would help the Congress in its consideration of the huge Federal 
spending programs presented each year. We are encouraged by the 
excellent work of the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, and are anxious to cooperate in every way. Having 
been chairman of the NAM Government spending committee in 1945, 
I have had some experience in this field, and was honored again by 
being so designated in 1950 and 1951. During this period I have 
become well aware of the problems facing the Congress in getting the 
required information on appropriations. 

Yet the Congress has not done what a businessman would do under 
similar circumstances, if he were confronted with the inability to ob- 
tain accurate details about the fiscal side of his business. He would 
employ enough people to see that this most important phase of the 
operation was adequately handled. 

I have talked with many Members of Congress about why they have 
not been able to reduce expenditures. They tell me that there are 
not enough hours in the day for them, with their present staff arrange- 
ments, to do adequate research with respect to appropriation requests. 
Rather than stemming the tide, the Federal budget has grown to the 
staggering figure of $71,500,000,000 for the fiscal year 1952. 

We strongly endorse the main purpose of this proposed legislation, 
S. 913, which is to provide strengthened control hy Congress over 
the expenditures made by the executive branch of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The Constitution has imposed the responsibility on the 
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legislative branch to appropriate the funds needed by all branches of 
the Government. This isa grave responsibility, especi ially during this 
time of great national emergency, and it is imperative that Congress 
be properly equipped so that only appropriations absolutely essential 
to the defense and operation of the Government are authorized. 

This proposal to provide assistance to Congress ‘should be well 
received by all taxpayers, particularly those businessmen who are 
staggering under the terrific burden of high corporate taxes, excess 
profits taxes, and individual income taxes. 

Now, of all times, we must have an economy healthy enough to 
produce the weapons and material necessary to meet the emergency. 
Inflation must be stopped. This means that we must pay as we go. 
The only way we can ease the tax burden is to eliminate every non- 
essential expenditure. 

Deficit spending must. not be tolerated. It would mean pyramid- 
ing the national debt which is already about $260,000,000,000. The 
erowth of the governmental expenditures planned for the coming 
fiscal years will mean real scarcities of the goods and services avail- 
able to the civilian economy. When, on top of such scarcities, the 
money the Government spends represents deficit financing, inflation 
is given impetus. Continued inflation spells economic disaster. But, 
this can be prevented. Congress must scrutinize every item in the 
budget. It must eliminate pet projects and other trappings of peace- 
time planning and spending. Total budget requests must be substan- 
tially reduced. This is the job of Congress, and it can and should be 
done by Congress. . 

A sound tax policy now means more taxes for all of us, and for 
all business, too. There is no question of easing the dollar squeeze 
on business. The issue is the preservation of the American enter- 
prise system and its astonishing productivity. 

The goal you sought when you passed the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1946 was good, but it has not been achieved. The omnibus 
appropriation proc ‘edure was not given a fair chance to prove its 
worth and this is highly regrettable. It is the belief of my association 
that Congress can legislate more effectively in the field of appropria- 
tions when it has before it the whole spending program. 

We applaud the economy efforts of Senator Byrd and hope that his 
committee, under his splendid leadership, will be continued. 

In the past many students of government have made proposals 
similar to those contained in S. 913. In our opinion, the objectives 
enumerated there are desirable. They should be supported on a non- 
political basis, Despite previous failures to create and successfully 
operate joint committees, it should be remembered that there is an 
outstanding exception, and that is the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. It provides a logical precedent for the same sort 
of committee arrangement for the expenditure side. 

The task of writing the appropriation acts is undoubtedly more 
complex and difficult than that of writing the tax acts. Yet, some 
25 years ago the Congress established the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. Through its able staff, this committee has ren- 
dered great service as the Federal tax requirements increased. Since 
the legislative work of the Congress has thus been so competently 
promoted in the field of taxation, it seems logical that similar bene- 
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ficial results would flow from the establishment of a parallel joint com- 
mittee to integrate the more arduous tasks involved in the preparation 
of the appropriation acts. 

The association makes no recommendations with reference to the 
details of how this joint committee should be created and how it should 
operate. We believe that is a matter for the Congress to determine, 
ind we know that Congress is anxious to set up machinery so that it 
can legislate intelligently and function efficiently with proper infor- 
mation. 

It is significant that, while Congress was reducing the staffs of the 
Appropriations Committees, in fact going so far as to provide only 
one staff member to service the minority members of the House Appro- 
priations and the Senate Appropriations, respectively, the Bureau 
of the Budget was increasing its own staff. This is also true of the 
budget staffs in the various departments and agencies throughout the 
Government. 

The staff situation of the Appropriations Committees is deplorable 
when you realize that 27 out of the 31 members of the staff of the 
House Appropriations Committee are borrowed from the Government 
(lepartments and agencies. It seems inconsistent to have one group of 
Government workers check on the economy and efficiency of their 
fellow employees in the Government service. Certainly one must 
realize the attitude they would naturally take. The wisdom of such 
a practice has already been questioned on the floor of the House by 
many Members. 

I have been told that the departments seeking appropriations are 
able, with their large staffs of research men, to prepare volume after 
volume of justifications, descriptive material, and background in- 
formation in sufficient quantities to swamp not only the staffs of the 
Appropriations Committee but the members as well. 

What proper staffing might mean can be seen by the results achieved 
in 1947 and 1948, when the Federal budget was balanced. During 
these years the Appropriations Committees had professional staffs to 
assist them. 

If S. 913 is adopted and a staff is set up, we respectfully suggest 
that the following principles should apply: 

1. It must be nonpolitical. 

2. It must be continuous. 

3. It must be solely in the control of Congress. 

4. Authority must be given to make field investigations. 

5. The staff should operate under a congressional policy directive. 
That directive should firmly declare, first, that economy in Federal 
expenditures and a balanced budget are necessary and, second, that 
those ends should be the objective of the staff’s work. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Dibble. I may say, 
as the author of this bill, that I certainly agree with you that the 
proposed committee and the staff should undertake to operate on a 
nonpartisan basis and that it would be my thought that the staff 
would be permanent, no member could be employed nor discharged 
except by approval of the full committee. 

I served for 2 years as the ranking minority member of the Expen- 
ditures Committee, following passage of the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act creating it—the committee was originally staffed under the 
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Republican Administration with Senator Aiken as chairman of the 
committee—and I can say very truthfully that Senator Aiken gave, 
so far as could be observed, no consideration to the political views of 
any applicant. And when I became chairman of the committee after 
a Democratic Congress took over, we retained substantially all of the 
staff. 

I have never, when an applicant approached me for a vacancy, in- 
quired whether he was a Republican or a Democrat. I only know what 
their qualifications are. 

I think if that practice would prevail, certainly in a committee 
such as the one proposed in this bill, it w ‘ould be helpful. It would 
be a wholesome influence on the whole program. 

My thought would be that these staff members would be permanent 
once we got somebody competent and efficient. I see no occasion for 
partisanship entering into it. 

I wish to thank you for that suggestion. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Monroney ? 

Senator Monroney. I have no questions. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any questions, Senator Dworshak? 

Senator Dworsuax. I certainly want to approve heartily what has 
been said by our Chairman, who always 8 operates on a fair and equi- 
table, non-partisan basis. I commend him for it because I think our 
committee functions more effectively because of that attitude. 

I would like to call your attention, Mr. Dibble, to one thing of a 
realistic nature. I have here the Congressional Directory of the 
first session of the Eighty-second Congress, March 1951. 

In the House, according to the Directory, there were 234 Democrats 
and 199 Republicans, one Independent, one vacancy, making a total 
membership of 435. 

Then we turn to page 203 and we find listed the membership of the 
House Committee on Appropriations. We find 30 Democratic mem- 
bers and 20 Republican aiuhion 

I point out cave is only the difference between 199 and 234. And 
yet we have 30 Democrats on the House Appropriations annenittei 
and 20 Republicans. 

Do you Save e any suspicion why that allocation has been made on 
the House Appropriations Committee ? 

Mr. Diesie. I do not think you need any help on that for an answer. 

Senator Dworsnak. I know, but I was wondering whether you 
knew. 

Mr. Disste. Well, it would rather reflect pretty strongly the admin- 
istration’s feeling about how money should be spent, whether it should 
be sper or not. 

Senator Dworsnax. Do you think it is necessary to have 30 repre- 
sentatives of the majority party which controls the executive branch 
of Government to insure equitable and fair consideration of the 
appropriations bills in the House ? 

Mr. Dissie. I think just as soon as we have all of one party, none 
of the other, if they were economy-minded—— 

Senator Dworsnak. That has nothing to do with this point because 
we do not know whether the 30 are economy-minded or even the 20 
Republicans are. I am assuming that they are not, but I am just ask- 
ing you if you understand thoroughly why that division has been 
made, 30 to 20. 
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Mr. Duspir. Well, because they are in power. I do not know why 
it should be 30 and 20 against : 234 and 199. That is, if that is your 
point. They are not in ratio. 

Senator Dworsuak. The point is when the administration makes 
recommendations for certain appropriations they want to know that 
they have the requisite number of Members of the majority party in 
the House to consider the appropriations on the basis that the admin- 
istration is requesting. At the same time, we ought to face realistic 
facts. 

Mr. Diseie. It would help some to get it through. 

Senator Monroney. Would you give us the ratio of the Appropria- 
tions Committee in the Eightieth Congress? I think you will find 
that the reason the ratio is higher than the actual numerical majority 
is that they work through seven or eight subcommittees, and because 
of the majority and minority positions which must be obtained on 
all working committees you have to have one extra majori(y member 
on each subcommittee. 

Senator Dworsnak. I mentioned this fact for the record merely 
to show that most of the people throughout the country who do not 
understand partisan politics assume that Congress is not set up on 
the basis of controls. There is nothing wrong with it. I am not 
criticizing it. I am merely pointing out that the executive branch 
has a corollary set-up on Capitol Hill which makes it extremely 
difficult to cut appropriations. 

Senator Monroney. You would not contend that the executive 
branch has anything to do with the staffing and numerical majority 
in the Senate and the House Appropriations Committees? 

Senator Dworsuak. Except through the majority leadership on 
Capitol Hill. I assume that some political discretion has been shown 
in the selection of those who serve on the Appropriations Committees. 

Senator Monroney. Rather than belabor the question, I will ask 
that the staff put in the number of the Eightieth Congress. I believe 
the distinguished Senator will find that the ratio was pretty much 
the same in the Republican-controlled Eightieth Congress as it is in 
the Democratic-controlled Eighty-second Congress. 

Senator DworsHak. It would not be so significant in that instance 
because there would be one party in control of the executive branch 
and the opposite party in control of the legislative branch, so that 
there is not the same significance. 

Senator Monroney. It is an independent branch. And the same 
ratios go on—just like on the Ways and Means Committee, since it was 
first established—the present 15 and 10 ratio between minority and 
majority has existed since before the Civil War. 

Senator Dworsnak. I have here a copy of the Congressional Direc- 
tory of January 1948, showing that in the Eightieth Congress in the 
House there were 245 Republicans, 187 Democrats; that the Appro- 
priations Committee consisted of 25 Republicans as the majority party 
and 18 Democrats representing the minority party. 

In comparison with the Eighty-second Congress it shows that with 
a majority of 58 in the Eightieth Congress, the majority party had a 
majority ‘of only 7 on the Appropriations Committee, while in this 
Congress the Democrats have a majority of 35, and a majority of 10 
on the House Appropriations Committee. 
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Senator Monroney. Could I add to that, if you figure it in percent- 
uges, in the Eightieth Congress the Democ rats had exactly 40 percent 
of the Appropr iations C ommittee, and in the Eighty-second Congress 
the Republicans have exactly 40 percent of the Appropri: tions Com- 
mittee. And the numer ical figure of the Republican minority to the 
majority is roughly 43 pere ent. 

Senator Dworsnax. But in the Eightieth Congress the Republicans 
had a majority of 58, while in this “Congress the Democrats have a 
majority of only 35 in the House. 

Senator Monronry. But the majority was 43 percent in the Eightieth 
Congress. 

Senator Dworsuak. The figures speak for themselves. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Dibble, I wish to thank you personally and on 
behalf of the committee for your appearance. I think we are going to 
find, as indicated by your testimony and that of Mr. Andrews, that 
we are all after the same results, whether we use this bill or further 
implement what we have. I think it is unanimously agreed that 
something must be or should be done. 

We are very glad to have the benefit of the experience and observa- 
tion and recommendations of men in private enterprise who can give 
us some light on this and give us constructive ideas and suggestions. 
‘Thank you very much for your presence. 

Mr. Dinsiz. Thank you. This is one case where we very heartily 
believe that spending money will save a lot of money. We are in 
favor of this particular bill. 

The CHarrman. The next witness is Mr. Alvin A. Burger, research 
director of the Council of State Chambers of Commerce. 

Mr. Mixes. I am Thomas W. Miles, and I am appearing here today 
to present to you a statement in behalf of Mr. Alvin Burger. Mr. 
Burger was in bed sick yesterday, and he hoped nonetheless to take a 
plane down to Washington to read this statement this morning. He 
was very anxious to appear before you, but late last night his doctor 
ordered him to stay in bed. And so he telephoned me and asked me 
to read this statement to you. 

The Cuarrman. We are running short of time, and in view of the 
fact that Mr. Burger himself is not present and would not be able 
to answer questions about his statement, unless you feel that you 
could answer the questions, would it be satisfactory to you to file his 
statement and let it be printed in the record at this point as if he 
were present or as if you had read it? Or, if you prefer to read it, 
we shall be glad to hear you read it. 

Mr. Mixes. I would prefer to do that. 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN A. BURGER, RESEARCH DIRECTOR, COUN- 
CIL OF STATE CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE (READ BY THOMAS 
W. MILES, PUBLIC RELATIONS ADVISER, COUNCIL OF STATE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, WASHINGTON, D. C.) 


Mr. Mixes (reading) : 
~~ 


My name is Alvin A. Burger. I live in Short Hills, N. J., and I am the re- 
search director of the Council of State Chambers of Commerce. I greatly appre- 
ciate the opportunity you have afforded me to comment on Senate bill 913 
introduced by the chairman of this committee, Senator McClellan. 
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The 32 State and regional chambers of commerce comprising the council are 
keenly interested in the Federal fiscal picture. They are particularly concerned 
about the ways in which Federal tax and spending policies affect the govern- 
ments and the economies of the 48 States. They want to see Congress properly 
organized and staffed so that it can deal more adequately with the vital Federal] 
fiscal problems coming before it. While our council has taken no formal posi- 
tion as yet on Senate 913, I can assure you we are sympathetic with what the 
bill seeks to do, namely, to give Congress the machinery it needs to evaluate, 
in effective fashion, the annual financial needs of the Federal Government and 
to determine how these needs may best be tailored to fit the pocketbooks of 
American taxpayers. 

Back in 1946 our State chambers of commerce supported the LaFollette- 
Monroney bill now know as the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 because 
it sought, among other things, to improve congressional machinery for dealing 
with budget legislation. That act set up a large joint committee which was to 
provide Congress with a blue print to guide it in keeping the ensuing year’s 
Federal expenditures within bounds of anticipated income. It also called 
for more adequate staffing of congressional committees, especially those dealing 
with spending matters. 

But it seems that these legislative reforms have not panned out as well as we 
had thought they should. A valiant effort was made by the Eightieth Congress 
to make the legislative budget ceiling provision work, but the device proved too 
cumbersome, and the prescribed time limit within which it had to do its work 
was too short. So it was abandoned. 

The record has been checkered as to committe staffing under the Reorganiza- 
tion Act. One of the best jobs, in our judgment, has been done by this Senate 
committee under the leadership of its present chairman, Senator McClellan. 
Not only do you seem to have recruited well-qualified personnel, but you have 
given your staff a fairly free hand to do its work in a professional manner. The 
results of this are reflected in the quality of the reports turned out by this 
committee from time to time. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee has some well-qualified personnel on 
its research staff but unfortunately too much of their time seems to be devoted 
to clerical work on the appropriations bills rather than research and investi- 
gation. As to the House Appropriations Committee, the picture there is pretty 
sad. Congressman Taber, during his chairmanship in 1947 and 1948, built up 
a research staff which included some exceptionally able men. He also recruited 
from private ranks a temporary investigating staff of eminent CPA’s, engineers, 
and budget analysis. When Chairman Cannon succeeded Mr, Taber in 1949, 
one of his first acts was to discharge the full-time research staff, and he has 
never availed himself of the help of outside experts I have mentioned. The 
House committee has since gotten most of its research help on a temporary! 
basis from employees loaned it by Government agencies. So all in all, we've 
been disillusioned about the implementation of the fiscal provisions of the Re 
organization Act which seemed to hold so much promise at the time the measure 
was before Congress. 

Senate 913 proposes a Joint Budget Committee plan which seems to us to be 
a much more workable arrangement than the joint committee set-up which was 
provided in the 1946 act. As we see it, it is designed to do for expenditures 
what the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, with the staff headed 
by Colin Stam, does in the tax field. The Joint Budget Committee would be 
composed of members who know what appropriations are all about, and it would 
be implemented with a staff of properly qualified analysts. The bill calls for 
a close cooperative relationship with Stam’s staff in checking into the revenue 
situation, and with the Budget Bureau in analyzing departmental appropriation 
requests. With respect to these cooperative arrangements, I would like to offer 
two comments: 

First, would it not be desirable to include on the proposed joint committee 
two or three members of the Senate Finance Committee and a similar number 
from the House Ways and Means Committee? It would seem that this would do 
two things: It would give the joint committee’s budget recommendations addi- 
tional validity and prestige because it is these tax committees which guide Con- 
gress in matters pertaining to the revenue side of the budget; and it would 
officially justify these two committees in making the services of the ever-busy 
Colin Stam staff available to the new joint committee. 

My second observation deals with the provision that joint committee staff 
members be authorized to sit in on the Budget Bureau’s fall hearings on depart- 
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mental appropriation requests. This, I think, would be an invaluable aid to 
the joint committee’s work and a boon to better budget legislation generally. 

I anticipate that our Budget Bureau friends may have some reservations about 
this proposal. But these are serious days in our Government’s financial his- 
tory; and if the important work of the proposed joint committee can be helped 
by this cooperative arrangement, as | believe it would, I hope the Budget Bureau 
officials will at least agree to give it a try. 

This brings me to the final observation I wish to make, which relates to the 
make-up of the joint committee’s membership and staff. I believe that if Senate 
913 is passed, the success of the joint committee will stand or fall largely on 
the kind of men who are chosen to comprise it and its staff. The committee will 
need members who have the ability and desire to analyze the over-all budget 
situation in a tough-minded and realistic manner, and who are also blessed 
with the ability to sell the joint committee’s recommendations to Congress, 
particularly to the standing committees of Congress (this last is very impor- 
tant). The staff people should not only be well qualified as budget analysts, 
with a keen eye for detecting opportunities to reduce expenditures, but they 
should possess the genius for working cooperatively with the staffs of the other 
committees of both Houses and with the people in the Budget Bureau. 

I do not think the joint committee’s staff should be set up with the thought 
that it is going to replace part or all of the present research personnel of the 
Appropriations Committees. I don’t think it would have that result anyway. 
Each of the men on the Senate Appropriations Committee’s staff is now assigned 
to a subcommittee, and it is his job to keep the members of that subcommittee 
supplied with the wide variety of factual data they request regarding the 
particular appropriations with which the subcommittee is concerned. The staff 
members also pitch in on the Senate committee’s voluminous clerical work. 
Moreover, their activities are pretty much confined to appropriations as such, 
because the Appropriations Committee avoids getting into the field of basic 
legislation, which is not its province. 

The Joint Budget Committee, however, would have a work program which is 
much broader. Its staff would not only be called upon to do basic year-round 
research of departmental appropriation needs, but, as I see it, it would be re- 
quired, among other things, to investigate the future cost of proposed new 
spending programs, and to evaluate existing spending programs from time to 
time to determine whether they might be reduced or terminated in case it is 
found desirable to reduce the level of expenditures. This kind of work would 
involve not only close working arrangements with the staffs of the Appropria- 
tions Committees and the Budget Bureau, but also with the staffs of the various 
standing committees of Congress in which all basic spending legislation orig- 
inates. 

For example, I have in mind the recent recommendations of the Joint Com- 
mittees on the Economic Report, asking that Congress review various existing 
grant-in-aid and subsidy programs and determining where they may be cut 
down or even eliminated, so that the over-all level of nondefense spending may 
be further reduced. This can only be accomplished by amending or repealing 
existing authorizing legislation. Such action, to a large degree, is outside the 
province of the Appropriations Committees. Actually, if it is to be done at all, 
it must be done by the standing committees which originated the authorizing 
measures in the first place. 3ut in the absence of any existing coordinating 
machinery it is unlikely that anything will come of the Economic Committee's 
excellent proposal. Here then, it seems to me, is where the proposed Joint 
Budget Committee would fit admirably into the scheme of things. It could take 
such proposals as the Joint Committee on the Economic Report has made and 
could mold them into a pattern for legislative action. Thus the new Budget 
Committee would be an activating force. Its success in such efforts, however, 
would largely depend on the committee’s ability to earn the confidence and co- 
operation of the whole committee system of Congress. 

Such a job would never be easy as you know better than anyone else, for the 
committee machinery of Congress is geared to spend, not cut expenditures. Com- 
mittees are manned to a large extent by members representing geographical 
areas or groups of interests which have a stake, so to speak, in the matters with 
which the several committees deal. This applies even to many subcommittees of 
the Appropriations Committees. And it is not necessarily bad. Over the long 
pull it is probably good, for the work of our Congress is essentially constructive, 
involving as it does the welfare of the whole Nation. But in these days when 
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the demands of an overgrown bureaucracy and a vast army of vested spending 
interests converge upon Congress and threaten the solvency of the Nation, the 
constructive task of Congress is to control both the level and the nature of 
Government spending, keeping it within bounds of the Nation’s capacity to 
bear the cost and to maintain freedom. 

We who represent civil organizations interested in better government are 
slowly learning what you Senators doubtless have long since learned: that no 
legislative gadget, no neat plan worked out on paper, however infallible it may 
appear, can in itself bring perfection into the legislative processes. Human 
nature and legislative traditions must always be taken into account. The 
prerogatives of standing committees and the division of labor between committee 
staffs are formidable realities. If the Joint Budget Committee which Senate 
9138 proposes is created, we believe its success will be determined largely by the 
capacity of its charter members, so to speak, and its staff, to recognize these 
factors and convert them into advantages in the process of getting the big job 
done. If unwise leadership, on the other hand, should make the joint com- 
mittee just another upstart committee in the eyes of the Members of Congress, 
then in time it will become just another futile, unworkable legislative gadget. 

The Cuatrman, If that is desirable, to add to this Joint Committee 
on the Budget members of the Finance Committee and the Ways and 
Means Committee, would it not be more desirable to reconstruct the 
existing Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation by adding 
members of the Appropriations Committee to it and simply designat- 
ing it the Joint Committee on Taxation, Revenues, and the Budget? 
It seems to me that we would get some overlapping if we now added 
members from the other two committees that are performing their 
present specific functions. I am not opposing the idea. I am simply 
saying that it does strike me that, if that is desirable, then the present 
existing Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation should be 
reconstructed to include the same functions and then you would not 
have a duplication. 

Mr. Mixes. I think you have made an interesting point, Senator. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much. I w ish you would express 
to Mr. Burger our deep regret that he could not be present personally. 
I appreciate, however, his interest in taking the time to prepare this 
statement and have you come and present it to us. 

Mr. Mites. Mr. Burger will be delighted with your opening remarks, 
Senator McClellan. 

The Cuarman. We will next hear from Mr. Ramspeck. We are 
glad to have you here and to have your views on this bill. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT RAMSPECK, CHAIRMAN, UNITED STATES 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Ramsreck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
bill now before you, S. 913, proposes to set up a Joint Committee on 
the Budget, composed ‘of five members of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee and five members of the House Appropriations Committee. 

The function of this joint committee would be to keep itself informed 
of all matters relating tothe annual budget of the Government agencies 
and report its findings to the Appropriations Committees. Of course, 
the general subject of the bill is one of congressional organization and 
policy, but the Civil Service Commission does have a vital interest in 
one of the provisions of the bill which I would like to discuss. 

I have in mind section 138 (i) of the bill, which reads: 

Employees of the joint committee, upon the written authority of the chairman 
or vice chairman, shall have the right to examine the books, documents, papers, 


rep 
of | 
of 

acc 
thi 
aut 


em 
an 
Hi 


sh: 


au 
pr 
set 
lo} 
re 
di 
in 
Gi 


en 
be 
te 


Ww 
SU 
St 
fc 
di 


we 


eo 


{ 
3 
i 
& 
= 
j 





CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 45 


reports, preliminary and other estimates of budget requirements, or other records 
of any agency of the United States Government within or without the District 
of Columbia: Provided, however, That such employees shall not be permitted 
access to books, documents, papers, reports, estimates, records, or any other 
thing containing information clissified for security purposes unless specifically 
authorized by the joint committee to receive such types of classified information. 

It would appear that it is the intent of the bill to make available to 
employees of the Joint Committee on the Budget only those records of 
an agency which have a bearing on budget estimates and re quirements. 
However. the Commission would be concerned if inclusion of the words 

“or other records of any agency of the United States Government” 
should be construed as broadly as written. 

Since the beginning of the Government, heads of agencies have been 
authorized by law to prescribe regulations for the “custody, use, and 
preservation of the records, papers, and eens ” of their agencies— 
section 161 of the Revised Statutes, 5 U. ..22. Courts of law have 
long recognized the confidential and pr ‘vilewed nature of many agency 
records and have care ‘fully refrained from attempting to control the 
discretion of the President and that of heads of departments in matters 
involving the disclosure of official documents. Opinions of Attorneys 
General are of the same tenor. 

The Commission wishes to be sure that the enactment of this bill will 
not have the effect of requiring it to disclose confidential records to 
employees of the joint committee. Therefore, we believe that it should 
be made clear that S. 915 would not give employees of the joint commit- 
tee the right to examine records of the Commission which contain in- 
formation which has been secured under a pledge of confidence or 
which the Commission otherwise regards as confidential. Included in 
such records are confidential investigation reports as to character and 
suitability of applicants and employees, loyalty files, confidential in- 
formation secured from the Federal Bureau of Investigation, confi- 
dential medical certificates, and other confidential material. 

If it is unable to secure information under a pledge of confidence, 
the Commission would be severely handicapped in determining the 
character, integrity, qualifications, and suitability of applicants for 
Federal employment. Under such circumstances persons would stop 
giving testimony to the Commission if their testimony may be made 
available to sources outside the Commission. 

In an opinion of April 30, 1941, Attorney General Robert H. Jack- 
son fully discussed the necessity for keeping investigative reports con- 
fidential and concluded that congressional or public access to them 
would not be in the public interest. In support of this conclusion he 
referred to the position taken on this subject by the President from 
time to time since Washington’s administration, and to numerous 
court cases upholding this “discretion in the executive branch (40 
Up. Atty. Gen. 45). For the information of the committee, I have 
vrought with me a copy of the opinion which I shall leave with the 
committee. 

The Commission believes that the language 1 In section 138 (i) of the 
bill after the word “requirements” on page 7, line 11, should be elimi- 
nated. We do not believe such a change will handicap the joint 
committee in securing information regarding the budget, since all 
information having any relation with the budget would be available 
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to its designated representatives. As proposed to be modified, sec- 
tion 138 (i) would read as follows: 


(i) Employees of the joint committee, upon the written authority of the chair- 
man or vice chairman, shall have the right to examine the books, documents, 
papers, reports, preliminary and other estimates of budget requirements. 


The Cuatrman. That opinion of the Attorney General of the United 
States may be placed in the record. 

(The opinion of the Attorney General of the United States, dated 
April 30, 1941, is as follows: ) 


OPINION OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 


POSITION OF THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT REGARDING INVESTIGATIVE REPORTS 


It is the position of the Department of Justice, restated now with 
the approval and at the direction of the President, that all investiga- 
tive reports are confidential documents of the executive department and 
that congressional or public access thereto would not be in the public 
interest. 

This accords with the conclusions reached by a long line of predeces- 
sors in the office of Attorney General and with the position taken by the 
President from time to time since Washington's administration ; and this 
discretion in the executive branch has been upheld and respected by the 
judiciary. 


APRIL 30, 1941, 
Hon. Carn VINSON, 
Chairman, House Committee on Nawal Affairs. 


My Dear Mr. Vinson: I have your letter of April 23, requesting that your 
committee be furnished with all Federal Bureau of Investigation reports since 
June 1939, together with all future reports, memoranda, and correspondence 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, or the Department of Justice, in con- 
nection with “investigations made by the Department of Justice arising out of 
strikes, subversive activities in connection with labor disputes, or labor dis- 
turbances of any kind in industrial establishments which have naval contracts, 
either as prime contractors or subcontractors.” 

Your request to be furnished reports of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
is one of the many made by congressional committees. I have on my desk at 
this time two other much requests for access to Federal Bureau of Investigation 
files. The number of these requests would alone make compliance imprac- 
ticable, particularly where the requests are of so comprehensive a character as 
those contained in your letter. In view of the increasing frequency Of these re- 
quests, I desire to restate our policy at some length, together with the reasons 
which require it. 

It is the position of this Department, restated now with the approval of and at 
the direction of the President, that all investigative reports are confidential doc- 
uments of the executive department of the Government, to aid in the duty laid 
upon the President by the Constitution to “take care that the laws be faith- 
fully executed,” and that congressional or public access to them would not be 
in the public interest. 

Disclosure of the reports could not do otherwise than seriously prejudice 
law enforcement. Counsel for a defendant or prospective defendant, could have 
no greater help than to know how much or how little information the Govern- 
ment has, and what witnesses or sources of information it can rely upon. This 
is exactly what these reports are intended to contain. 

Disclosure of the reports at this particular time would also prejudice the na- 
tional defense and be of aid and comfort to the very subversive elemerts against 
which you wish to protect the country. For this reason we have made extraor- 
dinary efforts to see that the results of counterespionage activities and in- 
telligence activities of this Department involving those elements are kept within 
the fewest possible hands. A catalogue of persons under investigation or 
suspicion, and what we know about them, would be of inestimable service to 
foreign agencies; and information which could be so used cannot be too closely 
guarded. 
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Moreover, disclosure of the reports would be of serious prejudice to the future 
usefulness of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. As you probably know, much 
of this information is given in confidence and can only be obtained upon pledge 
not to disclose its sources. A disclosure of the sources would embarrass in- 
formants—sometimes in their employment, sometimes in their social relations, 
and in extreme cases might even endanger their lives. We regard the keeping 
of faith with confidential informants as an indispensable condition of future 
efficiency. 

Disclosure of information contained in the reports might also be the grossest 
kind of injustice to innocent individuals. Investigative reports include leads and 
suspicions, and sometimes even the statements of malicious or misinformed 
people. Even though later and more complete reports exonerate the individuals, 
the use of particular or selected reports might constitute the grossest injustice, 
and we all know that a correction never catches up With an accusation. 

In concluding that the public interest does not permit general access to 
Federal Bureau of Investigation reports for information by the many con¢res- 
sional committees who from time to time ask it, I am following the conclusions 
reached by a long line of distinguished predecessors in this office who have 
uniformly taken the same view. Examples of this are to be found in the follow- 
ing letters, among others: 

Letter of Attorney General Knox to the Speaker of the House, dated April 
27, 1904, declining to comply with a resolution of the House requesting the 
Attorney General to furnish the House with all papers and documents and 
other information concerning the investigation of the Northern Securities case. 

Letter of Attorney General Bonaparte to the Speaker of the House, dated 
April 13, 1908, declining to comply with a resolution of the House requesting 
the Attorney General to furnish to the House information concerning the 
investigation of certain corporations engaged in the manufacture of wood pulp 
or print paper. 

Letter of Attorney General Wickersham to the Speaker of the House, dated 
March 18, 1912, declining to comply with a resolution of the House directing 
the Attorney General to furnish to the House information concerning an 
investigation of the smelter trust. 

Letter of Attorney General McReynolds to the Secretary to the President, 
dated August 28, 1914, stating that it would be incompatible with the pubiic 
interest to send to the Senate in response to its resolution, reports made to the 
Attorney General by his associates regarding violations of law by the Standard 
Oil Co. 

Letter of Attorney General Gregory to the President of the Senate, dated 
February 23, 1915, declining to comply with a resolution of the Senate request- 
ing the Attorney General to report to the Senate his findings and conclusions 
in the investigation of the smelting industry. 

Letter of Attorney General Sargent to the Chairman of the House Judiciary 
Committee, dated June 8, 1926, declining to comply with his request to turn 
over to the committee all papers in the files of the Department relating to 
the merger of certain oil companies. 

In taking this position my predecessors in this office have followed eminent 
examples, 

Since the beginning of the Government, the executive branch has from time 
to time been confronted with the unpleasant duty of declining to furnish to the 
Congress and to the courts information which it has acquired and which is 
necessary to it in the administration of statutes. As early as 1796, the House 
of Representatives requested President Washington to lay before the House a 
copy of the instructions to ministers of the United States who negotiated a 
treaty with Great Britain, together with the correspondence and other docu- 
ments relating to that treaty. In declining to comply with the request, President 
Washington said: 

“* * * as it is essential to the due administration of the Government 
that the boundaries fixed by the Constitution between the different depart- 
ments should be preserved, a just regard to the Constitution and to the duty 
of my office * * * forbids a compliance with your request.” See Richard- 
son, Messages and Papers of the President, v. 1, pp. 194, 196. 

In 1825, the House of Representatives requested President Monroe to transmit 
certain documents relating to the conduct of the officers of the Navy of the 
United States on the Pacific Ocean, and of other public agents in South America. 
In his reply, President Monroe refused to comply with the request, stating 
that to do so might subject individuals to unjust criticism: that the individuals 
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involved should not be censured without just cause, which could not be ascer- 
tained until after thorough and impartial investigation of their conduct; and 
that under those circumstances it was thought that communication of the 
documents would not comport with the public interest nor with what was due 
to the parties concerned. See Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presi- 
dents, v. 2, p. 278. 

In 1833, the Senate requested President Jackson to communicate to that body 
a copy of a paper purporting to have been read by him to the heads of the execu- 
tive departments, dated September 18, 1833, relating to the removal of the de- 
posits of the public money from the Bank of the United States. President Jack- 
son declined. See Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents, v. 3, p. 36. 

In 1835 the Senate passed a resolution requesting President Jackson to com- 
municate copies of the charges, if any, which might have been made to him 
against the official conduct of Gideon Fitz, late surveyor general south of the 
State of Tennessee, which caused his removal from office. In reply President 
Jackson again declined to comply. See Richardson, Messages and Papers of the 
Presidents, v. 3, pp. 132, 133. 

This discretion in the executive branch has been upheld and respected by the 
judiciary. The courts have repeatedly held that they will not and cannot re- 
quire the executive to produce such papers when in the opinion of the executive 
their production is contrary to the public interests. The courts have also held 
that the question whether the production of the papers would be against the 
public interest is one for the executive and not for the courts to determine. 
Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137, 169: Totten v. United States, 92 U. 8. 105; 
Kilbourn v. Thompson, 103 U. S. 168, 190; Vogel v. Grauz, 110 U. 8S. 311; In 
re Quarles and Butler, 158 U. S. 582: Boske v. Comingore, 177 U. S. 459: In re 
Huttman, 70 Fed. 699: In re Lamberton, 124 Fed. 446: In re Valecia Condensed 
Milk Co., 240 Fed. 310; Elrod v. Moss, 278 Fed. 123: Arnstein v. United States, 
296 Fed. 946; Gray v. Pentland, 2 Sergeant & Rawle’s (Pa.), 28, 28; Thompson 
v. German Valley R. Co., 22 N. J. Equity 111; Worthington v. Scribner, 109 Mass. 
487; Appeal of Hartranft, 85 Pa. 438, 445; 2 Burr Trials, 533-586; see also 25 
Op. A. G. 326. 

In Kilbourn v. Thompson, supra, the Court said: 

“It is believed to be one of the chief merits of the American system of written 
constitutional law, that all the powers intrusted to government, whether State 
or national, are divided into the three grand departments, the executive, the 
legislative, and the judicial. That the functions appropriate to each of these 
branches of government shall be vested in a separate body of public servants, 
and that the perfection of the system requires that the lines which separate 
and divide these departments shall be broadly and clearly defined. It is also 
essential to the successful working of this system that the persons intrusted with 
power in any one of these branches shall not be permitted to eneroach upon the 
powers confided to the others, but that each shall by the law of its creation be 
limited to the exercise of the powers appropriate to its own department and 
no other.” 

In Appeal of Hartranft, supra, the Court said: 

“* * * We had better at the outstart recognize the fact. that the executive 
department is a coordinate branch of the Government, with power to judge what 
should or should not be done, within its own department, and what of its own 
doings and communications should or should not be kept secret, and that with 
it, in the exercise of these constitutional powers, the courts have no more 
right to interfere, than bas the executive, under like conditions, to interfere with 
the courts.” 

The information here involved was collected. and is chiefly valuable, for use 
by the executive branch of the Government in the execution of the laws. It ean 
be of little, if any, value in connection with the framing of legislation or the 
performance of any other constitutional duty of the Congress. We do not under- 
take to investigate strikes as to their justification or the lack of it, but confine 
investigation to alleged violations of law, including. of course, violation of 
statutes designed to suppress subversive activity, and to general intelligence 
to guide executive policy. Certainly, the evil which would necessarily flow from 
its untimely publication would far outweigh any possible good. 

I am not unmindful of your conditional suggestion that your counsel will 
keep this information “inviolate until such time as the committee determines 
its disposition.” I have no doubt that this pledge would be kept and that 
you would weight every consideration before making any matter public. Un- 
fortunately, however, a policy cannot be made anew because of personal con- 
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fidence of the Attorney General in the integrity and good faith of a particular 
committee chairman. We cannot be put in the position of discriminating be- 
tween committees or of attempting to judge between them, and their individual 
members, each of whom has access to information once placed in the hands of 
the committee. 

Of course, where the public interest has seemed to justify it, information as to 
particular situations has been supplied to congressional committees by me and 
by former Attorneys General. For example, I have taken the position that 
committees called upon to pass on the confirmation of persons recommended 
for appointment by the Attorney General would be afforded confidential access 
to any information that we have—because no candidate’s name is submitted 
without his knowledge and the Department does not intend to submit the name 
of any person whose entire history will not stand light. By way of further illus- 
tration, I may mention that pertinent information would be supplied in im- 
peachment proceedings, usually instituted at the suggestion of the Department 
and for the good of the administration of justice. 

It is for the reasons given that I feel it my duty to decline your request, be- 
lieving that in them you will find justification for my refusal. 

Respectfully, 
Rosert H. JACKSON. 

Mr. Ramspeck. That is the only comment we wanted to make, Mr. 
Chairman, on the bill. 

The Cuamrman. I wish to say that I think your point with reference 
to the confidential personnel files is well taken. It is not our intent. 
I had no such thought in mind, to look into these files except as to 
fiscal policies. I am sure if the language in the bill now is susceptible 
to the construction that you have “pointed out that might be placed 
up it, it would be the purpose of the committee and the Congress, of 

course, to modify it. 

Mr. Ramspecx. We are particularly concerned about our informa- 
tion that we get on loyalty cases which is the toughest assignment 
that the Commission has. 

The CHairman. I cannot conceive a circumstance where this par- 
ticular committee, the function that it would be expected to perform 
would have any occasion to look into the personnel file of any em- 
ployee. 

Mr. Ramsreck. No, sir; I would not think so. 

rhe CuHairmMan. It would be under the jurisdiction of some other 
committee. That was not the intent. It was the purpose of this 
language to make certain that the committee would have authority 
to instruct its staff to examine any records pertaining to the fiscal 
arrangements of any agency. 

Mr. Ramsrecx. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. I should like to say that we in the Congress 
are most happy to have Chairman Ramspeck there on the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission. I think one of the great hopes of the country is 
that a man who has had such a broad background and study and in- 
formation has that important position. 

I would like to ask for your reaction as to the general idea of 
this bill to open up more sources of factual information so that we 

can do a selective job of economizing where we find need for it exists. 
Pecan your wealth of experience in legislative service, do you think 
such an implementation of staff or committee organization, one way 
or another, would be helpful to reducing inefficiency and eliminating 
excessive personnel 4 ? 

Mr. Ramsprcx. I have not studied the implication of this bill other 
than this one section and, therefore, what I will say in response to your 
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uestion is based upon my individual experience and not speaking 
i. the Commission, because we have not considered that we had 
any right to comment on the bill except as it affected the Commission. 

Senator Monroney. If you would rather not make a comment on 
the record, it would be all right off the record. 

Mr. Ramspecx. I have no objection to making it as an individual, 
with that statement in the record that I am not speaking for the 
other members of the Commission. 

I am intensely interested as I am sure you know, Senator Monroney, 
in better management in the Government and have been for a good 
many years. 

do think that the Appropriations Committees labor under a 
terrific handicap because it is utterly impossible for them to have the 
time under present conditions to even be acquainted with the budget 
of one department, much less several of them, as most subcommittees 
have to wrestle with. 

I think any method that you might devise which would give you 
better information would be helpful. 

You may remember, Senator Monroney, that I made a very radical 
suggestion to your Committee on Reorganization back in 1945 which 
i did not expect to be adopted, but I still think that the day is going 
to come when the members of the legislative body must divorce them- 
selves from everything except legislation i in order to have time to con- 
sider legislation. 

In dealing with the budget of a government such as we have today, 
with 2,300,000 employees, and some 65 or 70 billion dollars of ap- 
propriations, is a herculean task, and I do not know how the Congress 
does as well as it has done in undertaking to make the proper decisions 
on these appropriations. 

I was very much interested in the testimony of the witness who wa 
en the stand when I came in. I believe it was Mr. Andrews. He sug 
gested the use of the General Accounting Office. But whatever the 
method, I do think that the objective of ‘this bill is wise and sound. 
You do need more information. 

I think two things have to happen in this Government if we are to 
get economy. 

ne is, as somebody pointed out here this morning, we have to 
lessen the pressure for Government spending on the part of the public. 

The other is we have to have better management in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

I would like to point out to you what you know, of course, as well 
as I do, that there is no head to this Government for all practical 
purposes. The Constitution puts the authority in the President of 
the United States. And obviously no President, either this one or 
any future one, has any time to devote to actual management prob- 
lems. His time is consumed and he needs more of it to devote to policy 
making and the management of the political side of the Government, 
because this is a political Government. 

We ought to have, in my opinion, a general manager in the executive 
branch of the Government who would be concerned « only with methods 
and techniques of doing the day-to-day work and not with politics or 
policy. We ought to “have in each agency an under secretary or 
assistant secretary whose sole purpose would be to see that the work 
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that has to be done is done in the most efficient and economical way 
possible. And we do not have that today. 

We have it in some agencies, as you know, Senator Monroney, but 
not in all of them. 

And we need better management all the way down the line to the 
last supervisor. 

I may be a very unpopular official before I get out of this job, but 
I will keep on sticking my neck out on that subject in the hope that we 
may get better management in the Government, because we could 
achieve many economies running into the hundreds of millions of 
dollars just by using better techniques and methods in the Government. 

Of course, the question of whether or not you do certain functions 
is up to the Congress in the final analysis. They may have to cut out 
some of these functions before we get a lot of economy, but you could 
make, I think, great strides if we had better management in the 
Government. 

Of course, this bill has for its purpose giving the Appropriations 
Committees better information. I think its objective is very desirable. 

Senator Dworsnax. Along that line, Mr. Ramspeck, do you not 
think that while we cannot escape the political implications of Fed- 
eral Government, at the same time the President is responsible through 
his Cabinet members for the administration of our Government, and 
that in order to get more efficient management, is it not possible for 
the President, presuming that he wants more efficient and economical 
government, to demand that each Cabinet member as the head of a 
specific department of the Government shall be held responsible for 
getting the greater measure of efficiency within that department? It 
could be done that way if the will to achieve that objective were there, 
is that not true? 

Mr. Ramsrecx. In response to that question I would say this: I do 
not believe you are going to get economy and efficiency in the Govern- 
ment by issuing written or even verbal instructions to Cabinet officers 
and heads of agencies. Cbviously most of the heads of these agencies 
are not appointed because of any qualifications to do a management 
job. That is true of both political parties. I am not here to make 
any partisan approach to this. 

You served with me a longtime. I think you know that I was sin- 
cerely interested in better government. I am today. But it is just 
like it is in a private business. You have to have the people all down 
the line who are concerned with it and working at it every day. It is 
a job you cannot ever let up with. 

Senator Dworsuak. I was just impressed by the statement you made 
that you as the chairman of the Civil Service Commission intended to 
see that that Commission operated efficiently. You are starting at the 
top. If you let it be known to all of your subordinates and to every 
employee of the Commission that that is the program and the policy 
that you are outlining as chairman then, naturally, that is the pro- 
gram which will be largely adopted by everybody employed by the 
Commission. That is the point. 

Mr. Ramsprck. Obviously, the head of the agency has to be in 
sympathy with the program or it will not work. I think that you are 
certainly correct about that. 
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The Cabinet officers and the heads of these other departments must 
call in their subordinates and say to them, “We must find and con- 
stantly seek out better methods of doing this work so that it takes a few 
minutes less to shuffle each paper.” 

And that is what Government people are doing primarily is han- 
dling papers. 

I was amazed when I went to work down at the Commission 2 
months ago tomorrow, to find a stack of papers 3 or 4 feet high on the 
table back of my desk that I had to look at. And they just keep flow- 
ing across there. Obviously if I could cut 5 minutes off each one of 
them, and that was done throughout the Government, we would save 
millions of dollars. 

And so it seems to me that we have constantly to find better tech- 
niques, just as business does. Take the General Motors Corp., if they 
can cut $1 off of each automobile in the cost of it, they have a nice 
profit to start with. That is what we have to do in government. We 
have to have people who are high enough up in the hierarchy of each 
agency whose sole purpose it is to do a managerial job and not spend 
their time with policies and politics. And we do not have that in 
many of them. 

Senator Monroney. The problem is one of housekeeping. 

Mr. Ramsreck. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. They are just so busy on policy and functions 
and different jobs that are heaped on Government departments that 
the plain housekeeping task of seeing how well it can run and how 
efficiently is overlooked. 

Mr. Ramspeck. It is just that in most agencies there is nobody whose 
sole responsibility it is to see that a good management job 1s done. 
As you say, it is housekeeping primarily. It is a day-to-day routine, 
nothing exciting about it. It never hits the headlines. When you 
do a good job of that sort, you do not get the headlines, because there 
is no Sensation in it, but it needs to be done in this Government. 

The Cuarman,. I want to thank you. And as to the sentiments of 
congratulations expressed by Senator Monroney, I have already con- 
veyed those to you by letter. 

Mr. Ramsprrck. Yes, sir. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. I do want to say that it is really heartening to some 
of us up here on Capitol Hill when the Chief Executive takes some of 
the best material we have ever had and places them in these depart- 
ments and agencies, because we know you, Bob, we know your record, 
we served with you and we know of your sincerity in trying to do a 
good job. And to have that character and quality put at the head 
of these agencies is quite refreshing tome. Iam sure it is to the other 
Members af the Congress. 

Mr. Ramspeecx. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
in the morning. 

(Thereupon, at 12:45 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
on Wednesday, May 16, 1951, at 10 a.m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 16, 1951 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON IEXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a. m., in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Monroney, Schoeppel, and Dworshak. 

Also present : Senator Moody and Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk. 

The Cuairman. The committee will come to order. 

We resume hearings this morning on 8. 915. We have some five or 
six witnesses scheduled to testify. “I am sor ry we are getting started 
just a little late and that we do not have more members of the com- 
mittee present. There isn’t any Senator today who should not be 
at about four places at one time. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Lucius Wilmerding of 
Princeton, N. J. 

Mr. Wilmerding, will you come forward, please, sir? 


STATEMENT OF LUCIUS WILMERDING, JR., PRINCETON, N. J. 


The Cuatrman. You have a prepared statement, I believe? 

Mr. Wi_MerDING. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Would you care to read it or would you prefer to 
file it for the record and make a general summary of it, placing the 
emphasis where you think it belongs ? If you choose to read it, we 
shall be very glad to hear it. Either way you wish to proceed is 
satisfactory. 

Mr. Witmerpine. I should like to proceed as the committee desires 
on this matter. I have prepared this statement setting forward three 
propositions, 

The Cuarman. Just go ahead and read it. 

First identify yourself and what organization you represent and 
what agency, if you do. 

Mr. Witmerpina. I represent no agency and I am appearing here 
in response to a letier of yours, sir, and I think propeny the reason 
for inviting me is that I am the author of a book called The Spending 
iy er, which I wrote some years ago and which deals historically with 
the efforts of Congress to control expenditures from 1789 down to 
date. 

The Cuarrman. We are very pleased that re responded to our 
invitation, but for the record we always ask if the witness represents 
any organizations. 
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Mr. Wiimerprinec. I am only representing myself. I am not con- 
nected with any organization. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Witmerpine. I have carefully read over the text of S. 913 and 
the remarks of Senator McClellan in respect of it made in the Senate 
February 19, 1951. 

That the difficulty which this legislation purports to solve actually 
exists, I have no doubt, I agree with the Senator in thinking that 
there is much room for improvement in the system of congressional 
control over executive expenditure; and I adopt his views as to the 
importance of keeping the grants made to the Executive for the 
several services of government down to the smallest sums consistent 
with the general welfare. 

I am very doubtful, however, as to whether the scheme of control 
embodied in S. 913 will prove either a sufficient remedy or a proper 
remedy for the admitted difficulty. When I say a proper remedy, 
I do not mean to suggest that a Joint Committee on the Budget 
should not be established; I merely wish to intimate that the difli- 
culties of the position and the necessary restrictions which must be 
placed on such a committee and which must inevitably limit its scope 
and possible sphere of usefulness have not been sufficiently realized. 

Senator McClellan has indicated that this measure has been offered 
as a basis of study and that these hearings are designed to elicit sug- 
gestions from persons interested in implementing the undoubted right 
of Congress to control the public purse. I shall take the opportunity 
therefore of beginning my testimony with two proposals which at 
first blush may seem far afield from S. 913 but which nevertheless 
are connected to it by a common purpose. Then I shall say something 
about the bill itself. 

I have stated my opinion that the scheme of financial contro] em- 
bodied in S. 913 is an insufficient remedy for the difficulty with which 
this committee is concerned. Let it be supposed that the scheme is 
adopted and that it actually works: the President submits his budget; 
Congress, with a more complete knowledge of executive requirements 
than it now has, reduces some estimates and rejects others. Does it 
follow that the appr riations actually made by Congress will be 
only such as are absolutely necessary to operate the indispensable 
services of Government ? 

I think that it does not. The reason is simple. Under the present 
arrangements not every demand for expenditure emanates from the 
Executive. Many of them come from Congress itself. And Congress 
is not the sparing, saving, economical body that it is sometimes rep- 
resented to be in textbooks; it is—let me put the matter bluntly—a 
body of spenders, just as apt to be extravagant as the Executive, 
perhaps even more apt. 

I say this not in criticism of Congress but as a fact which Congress 
itself ought to consider. Legislative extravagance is not an Amer- 
ican invention. It is part and parcel of the system of democratic 
government—something that came into being long, long ago when 
the power of the purse finally passed from the Executive to the rep- 
resentatives of the people. Everyone is familiar with the statement of 
Bagehot: 


If you want to raise a cheer in the House of Commons make a general pane- 
gyric on economy ; if you want to invite a sure defeat propose a particular saving. 
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John C. Calhoun, many years before Bagehot, offered an explana- 
tion of the phenomenon; speaking in the House of Representatives 
in 1817 on the general appropriation bill, he said: 

Bveryone who has been a Member of this House long enough to make the 
observation, must be struck with the different degrees of attention which an 
appropriation and a tax bill excites. To the latter there is all attention, while 
the former excites less than most others; in fact there are a few bills that excite 
less. What producers this difference? It is not because one is less important 
than the other. If in this respect there is any difference, he conceived that the 
former was most important. In laying a tax, there might indeed be danger of 
oppression, but if the appropriation is made to useless objects, or, what is worse, 
if the public officers are permitted to abuse their trust and squander the public 
money, it is lost to the community. Why, then, the difference of interest which 
they excite? It is to be found in a difference of their nature. The people know 
and feel the amount of taxes. It is generally unpopular to lay them, and popular 
to repeal. Stimulated by these motives, there are many who are ready to prove 
their zeal in this particular service; and to move their repeal whenever they 
ean be spared, and even when they cannot without manifest detriment to the 
public. Very different is the case of the disbursements of the public money. 
Whether that is done with a due regard to the public interest, or whether it is 
fairly and honestly applied, are facts that excite in the people far less interest, 
because they are not so open to public observation. If the Member who devoted 
his labor to the examination of the public accounts and the correcting of abuses 
was as certain to reap the reward of popular favor as he who moved the repeal 
of taxes, there would not exist so many abuses as there now are. 

It is not only that the psychology of Congress is unfavorable to the 
oterane of particular economies, it is favorable to the granting of 
particular demands. It must be remembered that, while everybody 
desires economy in the abstract, everyone is prepared to recommend 
one special increase of aspen at the least, in a direction which 
appears to him to be useful. Further, the man who wants to spend 
more on a particular thing—that is to say, the man who is urging a 
concrete case—is more apt to obtain his way than the man who wants 
to spend less on things in general. In other words, abstract proposals 
for economy will give way to concrete proposals for increased ex- 
penditure. 

All this brings me to my first suggestion—that Congress should 
in some way limit its own power to propose expenditure. : 

The CuHarman. How would you suggest that that be done? How 
can you limit the power of the Congress ? 

Mr. Witmerpine. By rule of the Congress itself. 

The Cuarrman. What kind of rule? Congress is an independent 
body. What kind of rule would you make, that they would spend this 
year, say, $50 billion and no more? 

Mr. Wiimervinc. No, sir; that is not what I had in mind. 

The Cuatrman. I am just trying to find out. 

Mr. Witmerpineé. I am proposing a rule of the House and a rule of 

o ‘ 7 
the Senate. Something that can be repealed by the House and the 
Senate themselves. 

_ The Cuatrman. If the urge for spending was sufficient, they would 
simply repeal it and go on and spend. 

I am trying to find where you are actually putting on the brakes. 

Mr. Witmerpinc. By having the House pass what is called a self- 
denying order. 

Senator ScHorrret. Suppose on matters of legislation involving the 
expenditures of funds a rule would be established that accompanying 
that measure would have to be a schedule of the proposed cost; do 
you think that would have some merit? It has been suggested. 
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Mr. Witmerprne. I think it would have some merit; yes. 

Senator Scnorrret. Frequently, now, we have matters introduced 
for consideration involving funds with not the slightest idea of the 
immediate or the prospective costs of that legislation. And if sponsors 
of legislation would be required to set forth in detail and in somewhat 
accurate detail, the prospective cost of that type of legislation, we 
would have some idea as to what it would cost, and give us a better 
consideration as to the need and necessity for it, do you not think? 

(Note. —Such estimates referred to by Senator Schoeppel were provided for 
under S. Con. Res. 35, introduced on May 4, 1949, and reported favorably by the 


Senate Committee on Rules and Administration on April 17, 1950. S. Con. Res. 
85 as reported reads as follows:) 


{S. Con. Res. 85, 81st Con., 2d sess.] 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That 
January 8, 1951, section 133 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(g) (1) All bills and joint resolutions authorizing appropriations reported 
from committees of the Senate or the House of Representatives shall be accom- 
panied by reports in writing, which shall be printed; and there shall be included 
in each such report or in ‘an accompanying document an estimate from the 
(Bureau of the Budget of] department or other agency of the legislative, execu- 
tive, or judicial branch of the Government primarily concerned with the expendi- 
ture of any funds required to meet the probable cost of carrying out the legislation 
proposed in such bill or resolution over the first five-year period of its operation 
or over the period of its operation if such legislation will be efiective for less 
than five [years.”] years. 

(2) Estimates received from departments or agencies under this subsection 
may be submitted by the committees to the Bureau of the Budget for review, and 
such reviews, when practicable, shall be included avrithin the accompanying docu- 
ments before said bills and joint resolutions are reported. 

“(3) The Appropriations Committees of both Houses shall maintain compila- 
tions of all such estimates, and semiannually shall print those compilations 
(together with any comment of the Bureau of the Budget) in the form of antici- 
pated legislative budgets for each of the ensuing five fiscal years for the informa- 
tion of the Congress.” 


Mr. Witmerpine. Yes: I do think that would be a considerable 
improvement on the existing arrangement. 

Senator Moopy. Along the same lines, Mr. W ilmerding, is it not 
true that, in a sense, it is a little late to expect to attain major economies 
once the budget itself comes to Congress. Of course, the Appropria- 
tions Committees go over these items in the budget but is it not true 
that a very large. proportion of the budget is ‘set up and becomes 
mandatory because of the nature of the basic laws into which the 
budget operates. Is it not true? 

Mr. Wrmerprne. I think that it is true, and in connection with 
my second suggestion I am going to have something to say about that. 

‘Senator Moony. I am sorry. I wanted to bring that point out 
because I am going to have to leave in a little while to go to another 
committee. 

The CnHatrman. We will try not to interrupt you further. 

Proceed with ‘your suggestions. 

Mr. Wiimerpine. The rule that I had to suggest was that Congress 
would receive no request for an appropriation but what is recom- 
mended from the President, and if that rule was adopted T think the 
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innovation would be attended with public benefit. The English House 
of Commons imposed such a restraint upon itself nearly two and a 
half centuries ago; experience has proved its value. According to 
Sir W. R. Anson, whose book on the law and custom of the English 
Constitution is a classic in its field— 

such a rule is the great safeguard of the taxpayer against the casual benevolence 
of a House wrought upon by the eloquence of a private member: against a 
scramble for public money among unscrupulous politicians bidding against one 
another for the favor of a democracy. 

The language is somewhat severe, even for a professor, but anyone 
who knows what is meant by a pork-barrel appropriation bill will 
understand it. 

There I would interpolate in answer to your question that if the 
House of Representatives or the Senate imposed such a rule they could 
repeal it if they wanted to. The English House of Commons can 
repeal that rule any time they want to, . but they never have. 

The Curairman. Would that not put all the power of the purse in 
the hands of the President ? 

Mr. Witmerpine. It might put all the responsibility for asking for 
money on the President. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, no matter how strongly Congress 
favored a certain project, and enacted legislation providing funds 
for such a program, if the President did not favor it, then he would 
have the veto power that we could not override with reference to that 
particular program or service by simply not including requests for 
funds in the budget. 

Mr. Wiimerpine. That is a very sound objection, sir, and one which 
I have anticipated. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, we would actually be transferring 
considerable power over the purse to the President and depriving 
the Congress of it, if we adhered to such a rule. 

Mr. Witmerprine. I have thought of that. In England, of course, 
the problem you are talking about cannot arise. 

The House of Commons can very safely impose upon itself a dis- 
ability in the matter of proposing new or increased expenditure, for 
it has always at hand the means of securing that such proposals are 
brought before it—to wit, the threat of forei ing a dissolution. Con- 
gress has no such ultimate sanction, yet cases may sometimes occur 
when Congress, representing the popular will, may wish to compel 
the adoption of a policy which the Executive may refuse to initiate. 
In such cases the existence of a self-denying rule might be not a public 
advantage but a public calamity. 

Let me say again that I think the objection is sound. But I think 
it can be met by a modification in the rule. It might be provided 
that requests fora appropriations emanating from Congress itself might 
be granted by a two-thirds vote in each House, or by a two- thirds 
vote in the House of Representatives and a majority in the Senate. 
Then any important measure could not be defeated by the mere in- 
activity of a President who had lost the confidence of the people. 

I am only trying to make it more difficult for proposals to come 
from outside the executive branch but not absolutely to preclude 
them. 
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That completes my first suggestion, My second may perhaps be 
thought even more drastic. But perhaps drastic solutions are ap- 
propriate to great difficulties. I recommend that the political heads 
of the several executive departments be required to appear before 
the Senate and the House of Representatives to explain and defend 
their estimates. 

This is neither the time nor the place to elaborate the general 
arguments in favor of admitting the heads of departments on the 
floor of either House. A few years ago, when the so-called Kefauver 
resolution was under debate, a lot was heard upon this subject. In 
addition to the reasonings based upon principle much was said about 
the successful operation of a similar scheme in England. Here I 
would only point out that such a scheme is not specifically English; it 
is simply a confirmation and strengthening of the practice of our own 
earlier Congresses. 

I would remind the committee that during the first years of the 
Government it was the uniform practice of the legislative branch to 
refer the subjects of its deliberation to the heads of the appropriate 
departments for report. Thus, when the judicial system required 
amendment, the subject was referred for consideration to the Attorney 
General. When the commerce of the country came under discussion, 
it was referred to the Secretary of State. Financial questions were 
always referred to the Secretary of the Treasury. Indeed, this officer 
was required by the act of September 2, 1789, establishing the Treas- 
ury Department, not only to answer the calls of either House for in- 
formation but also, without any call from either House, to propose 
plans for the improvement and management of the public revenue 
and for the support of public credit. 

This practice was founded upon the general principle that the great 

ministers of state— 
by reason of their positions, coupled with the presumed greatness of their abili- 
ties and integrity, might be expected to have the most perfect knowledge of the 
State of the Nation so far as it related to their several departments, and would in 
the ordinary course of their duties be able to tell Congress how any bill pro- 
posed would affect the public interest in their several departments, 
Fisher, Ames, in the First Congress, applied the argument specifically 
to the Secretary of the Treasury—at a time, be it remembered, before 
the heads of the departments had been appointed or the departments 
formed and when, therefore, the imaginations of the Members of 
Congress were not heated or disturbed by personalities. He said: 

The Secretary is presumed to have the best knowledge of the subject of finance 
of any member of the community. Now, if this House is to act on the best 
knowledge of circumstances, it seems to follow logically that the House must de- 
tain evidence from that officer; the best way of doing this will be publicly from 
the officer himself, by making it his duty to furnish us with it. 

What I am proposing therefore—in a very limited way, for I am 
applying a general argument only to the particular case of policy in 
its financial aspects—is a return to early constitutional practice. It 
is true that I can cite no instance in which a department head has ac- 
tually appeared on the floor of either House to make verbal explana- 
tions of his plans—-the alleged examples cited by some of the supporters 
of the Kefauver resolution are none of them valid—but surely no one 
will pretend that any great constitutional issue is involved in the ques- 
tion of verbal versus written explanations. The act of 1789 establish- 
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ing the Treasury Department clearly contemplates the making of 
verbal reports, for it makes it the duty of the Secretary— 

to make report and give information to either branch of the Legislature, in person 
or in writing (as he may be required), respecting all matters referred to him by 
the Senate or House of Representatives, or which shall appertain to his office. 
There is no record of any debate on the constitutionality or propriety 
of this clause. We know, indeed, that Representative Benson moved 
to amend it, so that it would read “in writing or, if required, verbally,” 
and we know that this motion was negatived. But what can we con- 
clude from this, except that Benson wanted to make written reports 
the normal mode of communication between the department heads 
and Congress rather than to require the Senate or House to state the 
mode in each instance? 

Some further light on the attitude of the founding fathers on this 
matter can be got from a study of the debates of January 9, 1790, the 
day upon which the House of Representatives was notified that Ham- 
ilton was ready, in response to a resolution of the House, to report a 
plan for the support of the public credit. The question was imme- 
diately started whether Hamilton should be admitted to the House to 
make verbal explanations. Boudinot and some other members insisted 
strongly that the Secretary of the Treasury be permitted to make his 
report in person and to explain it to the House, because it was not to 
be expected that the Members could thoroughly comprehend a plan 
of such an extensive and intricate nature without previous explana- 
tion and oral illustration. Clymer, Ames, Gerry, and others argued 
on the other hand thaat the human mind could not retain, with any 
degree of precision, objects so extensive and multifarious upon a mere 
oral communication; it ought to be given in writing to the House. 
The second of these views prevailed and Hamilton was directed to 
make his report in writing. But was there any intention to exclude 
the Secretary of ‘he Treasury forever from the floor of the House? 
One can hardly th ak so. Some Members, no doubt, wished, as the 
New York correspondent of the Massachusetts Sentinel suggests, to 
keep the Secretary out because they were afraid of the light; but 
Ames and others who wished these communications to be in writing 
because— : 
in this shape they would obtain a degree of permanency favorable to the respon- 
sibility of the officer, while at the same time they would be less likely to be 
misunderstood— 
can hardly be suspected of this fear. Probably we should conclude 
that the determination of the House went only to require explanations 
to be submitted in the first instance in writing, the door being left 
open for the subsequent admission of the secretary, if oral illustra- 
tion were needed. If this case is to be drawn into precedent, as no 
doubt it must be, the character of the decision should be remembered. 

Let it now be supposed that my suggestion were to be adopted and 
that the several heads of the executive departments were to be required 
to appear in person before the Senate and House of Representatives 
to defend and explain their estimates. Would such a procedure tend 
to increase the control of Congress over expenditure? I think that 
it would. Expenditure, someone has said, depends primarily on 
policy, and secondarily on the methods by which policy is carried 
out. Now it is plain that, in any discussion of the estimates which 
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takes place between the Senate or the House on the one side and the 
political head of a department on the other, it is policy rather than 
method that will be debated. The secretary, no matter how well 
informed he may be about his department, cannot be expected to 
have the close first-hand knowledge of detail that would enable him 
to speak with authority on the ultimate facts of expenditure. Nor 
would any useful purpose be served if Congress, as contrasted with 
its select and standing committees, were to inquire into those ulti- 
mate facts. 

Deliberation and not inquiry is the great and ordinary function 
of Congress; and it is upon the larger lines of policy that it can best 
make its influence felt. The time available to Congress for discussing 
the estimates will be strictly limited, and we must assume that the 
members will use it to the best advantage. A few, perhaps, will direct 
their questions to arithmetic, to the principles on which the different 
sums were arrived at; more will want to know what the service is for 
which the money is asked, and whether the provision proposed is 
more or less than enough; but most will insist on getting down to 
the basic principles of policy which really determine the size of the 
estimates—they will want to know whether the service itself is a 
useful one and whether it should be expanded, reduced, or discon- 
tinued. It is only in considering the great basic principles of policy 
that any possibility of large economies will be found to exist. The 
setting aside of certain days for hearing and questioning the depart- 
ment heads on the estimates will, in my judgment, facilitate such 
consideration. 

There is one argument which may be brought against me. In Eng- 
land the department heads for many years have appeared before the 
House of Commons in defense of their estimates. General questions 
of policy have been discussed, small grievances have been aired, the 
motives and actions of the department heads have been impugned. 
But when all is said and done, not a single penny is ever struck off 
the estimates. As a discouraged member once put the matter: 

At present, when we see these estimates coming in all piled up together, we 
know exactly what the expenditure of the House of Commons is going to be, and 


that all the criticism and weight and authority of the House of Commons on 
both sides cannot alter these estimates by a single penny. 


In the light of this experience, it may well be asked: What reason is 
there to believe that such a system will work any better in America 
than in England? 

The Cuarmman. May I ask you a question at that point? 

Mr. WitMeErpineG. Yes, sir. 

The CuHamman. What hope would there ever be of reducing the 
budget if your ee operated here as it does in England? The budget 

I 


would become final, would it not? 

Mr. Wicmerpine. Well, in England, a motion to reduce the esti- 
mates is considered the same as a vote of censure. 

The Cuarrman. Are you advocating that if the Congress votes to 
reduce the budget it amounts to censure of the Government? 

Mr. Witmerpine. No; I say my plan would work better here be- 
cause such a vote here is not a vote of censure and the Government 
does not fall. 

The CHamman. Assuming that it is not, how would you reduce 
expenditures requested in the budget, in the over-all? That is, if a 
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budget came in as it did this year for $75.6 billion, would there be 
a motion, under the plan you are suggesting, to reduce the aggregate 
amount by $6 billion, we will say, or are we to take it item by item? 

Mr. Wiimerpine. I think the motions to reduce should be on par- 
ticular items. 

The CuarrmMan. Well, we do that now. 

Mr. Witmerpine. True, but you do not have any debate in Congress 
which is designed to make the department head responsible for his 
own estimates. He appears before the committees, perhaps. 

The CuamrmMan. He does not appear on the floor of Congress. Of 
course, in those instances, as you know, more often than not, we get 
the factual information from some of the assistants or staff experts. 
They have to really justify it, in the final analysis. 

Mr. Wiutmerpinc. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuamman. You propose that Congress should be prohibited 
from any right to initiate an expenditure? AJ] expenditures would 
have to be initiated by the Chief Executive? 

Mr. Witmerpine. In effect what I am trying to do is put the entire 
responsibility for the estimates on the department heads. 

The Cuarrman. The entire responsibility for the estimate is now 
on the executive branch of the Government. 

Mr. Witmerpine. What I mean is asking for money and asking for 
appropriations. 

The Cuarrman. At least the initial responsibility for asking for 
money is with the President. 

Now, we can often on the floor of Congress or in committees make 
an amendment to an appropriation bill for funds that are not included 
in the budget, or there can be a motion to reduce the amount, or to 
strike it entirely. 

Mr. Witmerpine. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrman. Now, how would your proposal vary from that? 

Mr. Witmerpine. All that I am proposing in this part is that the 
department head would be heard before Congress. 

‘he CuatrmMan. He is heard now before committees. Let us talk 
about the practical aspect : The appropriations committees are holding 
hearings nearly every day. There are so many other hearings in proc- 
ess now that we cannot have a full attendance at any committee meet- 
ing. This Government has become so big. 

Now, while the Appropriations Committee is considering appro- 
priations, as it does over several months at each session, if we were 
conducting those hearings in the Chamber, before the Committee of 
the Whole in the sense that you recommend, when would we ever have 
time or opportunity to do anything else? 

Mr. Witmerpina. I wasn’t really thinking that the Congress would 
do what an Appropriations Committee does now: That it would go 
down into the minor policy and into the ultimate facts of ee 
where it would have to hear the executive officers below the Secretary. 

The Carman. The policy has been set usually by enacting author- 
izing legislation; but, when it comes to how much shall be spent 
to implement the policy, the administration or the Bureau of the 
Budget may recommend an amount that in the opinion of the Con- 
gress is excessive, or that it is not essential to spend the amount re- 

uested to implement the policy ; and the committee, therefore reduces 
the appropriation. 
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Now, how would your system enable us to improve upon that? 

Mr. Wiimerpine. Well, this proposal that I am making now is not 
in substitution of your proposal but in addition to it, and I think it 
would give the Congress an opportunity each year to debate the policy. 
It may have approved the policy last year, but the financial aspects 
of the policy may have changed in the interim. 

The Cuarrman. Let me ask it this way: Is it your view that if we 
required the Secretaries of the different departments to come down to 
the Congress and appear personally before both Houses—that is what 
you ona have them do—and present their views or defend the appro- 
priations that have been asked for for that department, do you think 
that would result in a reduction of expenditures? That is what we 
are trying to determine here—how to reduce expenditures and how to 
hold them down to the minimum, 

Mr. Witmerprine. | think it would result in a reduction of expendi- 
tures. Not perhaps in that year, because the proposal to reduce might 
be taken up as a party measure and members might not vote for it on 
its financial merits but against it because they did not want to vote 
against the administration. However, I think that in the next esti- 
mates, the executive branch in proposing its financial plans might take 
cognizance of the debate and the views of the Members of Congress 
expressed in the debate. 

The Cuatrrman. At the present it strikes me that your proposal 
would make it more difficult for Congress to reduce expenditures by 
placing the power of initiation alone in the hands of the executive 
branch. But go ahead; I would like to hear the rest of your statement. 

Mr. Witmerprnc. I have pointed out that in England the estimates 
in point of fact never are reduced as a result of the debate in the 
Committee on Supply, which is a committee of the whole House. 

But I do not think for that reason that the experience of the House 
of Commons proves that its debates on supply are useless. 

While it is true that the actual, immediate reductions of appropria- 
tions by the House of Commons are negligible in proportion to the 
amount of parliamentary time spent in considering the estimates, yet 
these reductions do not by any means represent the full economical 
effect of the examination to which the appropriations were subjected. 
It has often happened that the Government, seeing that the House is 
unfavorable to a particular line of expenditure, without accepting a 
reduction in the estimates of the current year, has in the next year 
modified its policy to meet the objections. And the Treasury has 
testified that the indications of opinion which have been evoked in 
these debates have been useful to it in subsequent years in dealing with 
departments which are asking for excessive expenditure. 

I submit, therefore, that this committee might do well to consider 
seriously the proposition which I have brought forward. 

I turn now to the scheme of control embodied in S. 912, the creation 
of a Joint Committe on the Budget to provide the Congress with the 
means of scrutinizing the budget in detail and of investigating the 
necessity for the items included in it and of the amounts appropriated 
to them, 

I will begin by agreeing that Congress ought to arm itself with some 
such machinery and that a joint committee would be more economical 
and efficient than two separate committees. I have already stated my 
opinion that Congress is not the body to look into the details of ex- 
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enditure. It has not got the technical knowledge which would enable 
it to form a correct judgment of those details. And, if it had the 
knowledge, it has not got the time. Only a committee could make the 
searching financial criticism of the estimates which Senator McClellan 
has in mind. For a committee can obtain the evidence of the executive 
officers themselves, the administrators, the men who actually spend 
the money. They can call for witnesses and documents, follow up 
lines of research which are suggested by the evidence, and in general 
give to the budget that kind of close and consecutive examination 
which is beyond the capacity of Congress itself. 

But there is one danger in proceeding by this method that has not, 
I think, been sufficiently apprehended. When you interpose a com- 
mittee between the Executive and Congress, you to some extent 
divest the Executive of responsibility where the experiment has been 
tried—notably in European countries—it has been found that the 
committees— 


4 
though they appear to secure fuller deliberation, are really a screen for the 
original preparers of the financial proposals, and divide that liability which 
should be definitely fastened on the administration. 
They diminish the control which the legislature ought to have over 
the departments in two ways. In the first place, the committee may 
force its will on the department, may compel it to do something which 
it does not want to do. In the second place, the department may 
persuade the committee to adopt is policy and then disclaim respon- 
sibility by saying that it had the sanction and authority of the com- 
mittee set over it. 

The CHarrman. Is that not what we call the system of checks and 
balances in our Government, the thing that you complain of there? 

Mr. Wiimerprine. I do not think I am complaining about the con- 
stitutional relationship. 

The Cuamman. I do not believe you are complaining about the 
constitutional relationship, but you point out here that the Congress 
may review the President’s budget requests and keep him from doing 
what he wants to do by withholding funds. Do you think the Con- 
gress should always give in to the will and program of the Executive? 

Mr. Witmerpina. No, sir; I do not. 

The CHarran. If there is any way to keep the Government from 
spending it, the Congress must reject the item and refuse to supply 
money for it. 

Mr. Witmerpina. That is true; but the whole tenor of my argu- 
ment is that you should make the Executive more responsible rather 
than less responsible to the Congress. 

The Cramrman. Do you make him more responsible by simply 
rubber-stamping whatever he requests ? ; 

Mr. Witmerpine. No, sir; but you make him more responsible when 
you call him to account. 

The Cuarrman. We have no way of calling the President to account. 

Mr. Witmerpvine. Well, you have a way of calling in the department 
heads. 

The Cuamrman. We have no system of government where a vote of 
censure would come in. | 

Mr. Wirmerpine. No; but even in the English system of govern- 
ment, although the Cabinet is theoretically responsible for the whole 
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of the estimates, the censure is actually directed at a particular depart- 
ment head, and occasionally a particular department head resigns 
without the Government resigning. 

The Cuarman. We have that over here; do we not ? 

Mr. Wiemerprne. I do not think there is anything unconstitutional 
ina department head resigning. 

The Cuarrman. There are many people who think we do not have 
enough resignations from the departments. 

Mr. Witmerprne. I do not want to comment on that, Senator, but I 
might say that in the First Congress Secretary Hamilton considered 
himself responsible in that sense to the House of Representatives. 

I was saying a while back that it was the custom of the First Con- 
gress to refer subjects they had under deliberation to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for report. In 1792, Hamilton lost the confidence of a 
large section of the House, headed by Madison. When a financial 
proposal came up, a motion was made to refer it to the Secretary of the 
Treasury in the normal course. That motion was opposed by Madi- 
son and his friends. And Hamilton said, in a letter to Pendleton, I 
think, that that motion was made because Madison knew that, if it 
was passed, he, Hamilton, would resign. 

My point there is that in the First Congress it was the opinion of 
both sides—both the administration side represented by Hamilton and 
the opposition side represented by Madison—that a vote not to refer 
to the Secretary of the Treasury would be regarded as a vote of cen- 
sure on that officer and that he would resign. So, I do not know that 
there is anything unconstitutional in a minister resigning if he loses 
the confidence of Congress. 

The Cuarman. Very well, proceed. 

Mr. Witmerprne. Let it be supposed, for the sake of argument, that 
a committee is set up: that it is adequately staffed, and that it is 
charged with revising the estimates before they are presented to Con- 
gress. The consequences, I venture to predict, would be the very op- 
posite of those desired. Weaken responsibility and you increase ex- 
travagance. A department head who knew that he could shield him- 
self from criticism behind the aegis of a committee would be more apt 
to bring forward increased, unjustifiable, and ill-considered estimates 
than one who had to deal directly with Congress; some of his extrava- 
gances might be found out by the committee and eliminated, but he 
would gain the benefit of others; and in no case would he have to fear 
public censure. Then, too, if something went wrong with adminis- 
tration, it would be possible for the department head to urge that, as 
a committee of Congress had revised the estimate, he was not respon- 
sible for the consequences. 

The Cuarrman. Is that not true now ? 

Mr. Witmerpine. I think it is true now. 

The CHatrman. How would this particular bill and the commit- 
tee it proposes to establish aggravate the situation any ? 

Mr. Witmerprne. I do not know that it would aggravate it but it 
would not correct it. 

I think this probably is also true now. The power of the Budget 
Bureau over the estimates would be greatly reduced if the departments 
had an efficient court of appeal in the shape of a congressional com- 
mittee. 
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These are the difficulties inherent in a Budget Committee. For- 
tunately they can be avoided. Let the estimates, after they have first 
been presented to Congress, be referred to the Budget Committee for 
consideration with a view to reporting after the appropriation bills 
have been passed. This looks a little like locking the stable door after 
the horse is stolen. But the analogy, I submit, is more calculated to 
delude than to instruct. While it is true that such a procedure would 
not affect the expenditure which would take — under the estimates 
being ecrlcn shir it would have a material effect on the next estimates 
and thus, in a manner of speaking, advance legislative control by a 
whole year: the work done by the committee on the 1952 budget would 
be reflected in the 1953 budget, and so on. ‘That is better than a sys- 
tem which affects to control the current budget but which really 
serves to render it immune from all control. 

In this connection I might make one other point. If the estimates 
were being examined with a view to being reported prior to the passage 
of the appropriation bills, the members of the committee on the side 
of the administration might feel it their duty to get them passed in 
the form in which they were presented. But if the committee’s report 
is delayed until the bills are passed, no such tendency would arise. 
The problems considered by the committee would be decided strictly 
on their merits. 

In summing up this part of my remarks, I would say that criticism 
of the estimates along the lines I have suggested would have the effect 
of increasing legislative control over expenditure, without in any way 
decreasing departmental responsibility ; furthermore, it would confirm 
and strengthen the position of the Budget Bureau. 

I want now to say a word about the question of staff. I agree with 
Senator McClellan that, in a matter so complicated as the national 
budget, a committee can do nothing without a staff. It must have 
expert advice, trained men who know where to look, who know what 
are the really important things, and who, if any important discoveries 
are to be made, may be trusted to bring them to light. The only prob- 
lem in my mind is this, Where should the committee find such a staff? 
Should it set up, under itself, a department of its own, headed by an 
officer analogous to the Comptroller General, to do over again what 
the Budget Bureau has already done? Or should it try to make use 
of the Budget Bureau itself? 

S. 913 seems to contemplate the former course and what must seem, 
at first blush, the better course. The difficulties of using the Budget 
Bureau are pretty obvious. When the estimates are presented to 
Congress, the Budget Bureau has already done its work; it has ex- 
amined and ea them; and presumably—let me underline that 
word presumably—it has already effected whatever economies it thinks 
practicable. In this sense, as the original approving authority of the 
estimates, it is hardly in a more independent position than the depart- 
ments which prepared them. 

_ Nevertheless, I think that the idea of appointing a staff of examiners 
independent of the executive branch is open to even weightier objec- 
tions. An officer coming in from the outside to criticize the various 
provisions made by the departments would be in a very curious posi- 
tion. He would not be analogous to an auditor, for an auditor draws 
attention only to facts, where no policy is involved. He would be 
more in the position of a controller who, in criticizing proposals, is 
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always drawn into the consideration of policy. But he would be a 
controller without the responsibility which should attach to such an 
officer. I hesitate to think of the confusion which would accompany 
the introduction of such an officer into the picture—whether as the 
head of a separate department or as the head of a new branch of the 
General Accounting Office. 

I suggest, therefore, that, in spite of the difficulties which I have 
ens got through mentioning, the committee would do well to use the 

udget Bureau as its instrument. After all the Budget Bureau, while 
it is not independent of the Executive, is independent of the spending 
departments, and so, in one sense, is an outside critic. Its aim is 
the aim of the committee; it would assist the committee to the best 
of its ability; it would welcome any recommendations which the 
committee might make looking to economies. And the committee, 
on its side, would strengthen the hand of the Budget Bureau in its 
dealings with the departments. 

In addition, I would remind the committee that there are many 
ways, other than by criticizing the estimates, in which the control 
of the Congress over expenditures can be increased. The form of the 
estimates, the mode of providing for unforeseen contingencies, the 
system of relating the appropriations to fiscal years, the handling 
of surpluses and deficits on appropriations, the method of treating 
departmental receipts and the receipts and expenditures of govern- 
mental corporations, the system of accounting for the actual expendi- 
ture of appropriated moneys; all these are matters which have their 
economical aspects. If the committee, aided by the Budget Bureau, 
were to consider them from time to time, much good might be accom- 
plished. The organization of the several departments might also 
S studied in its relations to finance. The committee might ask itself 
what security there is that the proposals of the department heads 
have been put forward with a full regard to correct financial principle. 
Is the machinery such that the Secretary of the Army, for example, 
is certain of being independently advised of the full military and 
financial aspects of every plan that is proposed, and that he is able 
to make his decision with full and effective responsibility as to 
whether money should be spent or not! 

One more point and Iam done. I have heard it said that. the Budget 
3ureau is not a very saving body, that it is almost as infected with the 
spirit of expenditure as spending departments themselves. If there is 
any truth at all in this allegation—and there may be a small amount— 
I submit that an easy remedy is at hand. Let the Budget Bureau be 
transferred from the Office of the President to the Treasury Depart- 
ment. That is where, in any event, it clearly belongs—on the general 
principle that he who is charged with maintaining a certain head of 
water in a reservoir ought to have some control over the outflow from 
the sluices. If the responsibility for keeping down the estimates is 
associated with the responsibility for keeping up the revenue, then 
perhaps, at long last, prudent expenditure and productive taxation will 
be found going hand in hand. 

The CuHarmman. Thank you very much. You have presented some 
rather novel views from my experience and observation. However, the 
purpose of these hearings, I want to say again, and primarily the pur- 
pose of this bill, which is the basis for these hearings is to try to solve 
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some of these difficult fiscal policies. Tam not fully convinced that this 
bill is the right approach or the only way to approach this problem. 
I do know that a serious condition confronts us. 1 know that Congress 
should give its attention. I know the Congress should exert its efforts 
to find a 1 solution in some V yay to reduce or hold down Federal expendi- 


‘tures in this crisis. We welcome your testimony, we welcome your 


views, and I regret that a larger number of members are not present 
this morning to shear you but your statement will be in the record. We 
appreciate your t taking the interest to come here and talk to us. 

Mr. Wiemerpie. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Dworshak, do you have any questions ? 

Senator DworsHax. Mr. ¢ ‘hairman. I think our witness is deserving 
of credit for making his presentation ; but without being discourteous, 
I would say that instead of six pages dealing with the procedure, it 
might have been more effective to use six lines ‘de: aling with. the specific 
problem facing the Nation today. 

I regret that the witness reflects what I deem ¢ ‘complete unfamiliarity, 
lack of comprehension on the part of the people and taxpayers today, 
who seem to think that it is just a matter of mechanics. Ail Congress 
has to do in the Appropriations Committees in either Senate or House, 
is to develop the ability to use a simple word of two letters, “No.” 
That is all it takes, “No.” 

I do not like to interject my views in this splendid presentation, but 
when the people realize that in order to avoid inflation and bankruptcy 
of our Government, we need to balance the budget, and when pressure 
groups will not appear before the Appropriations Committees in both 
Houses of Congress to urge increases in requests made by the Bureau 
of the Budget, or by the various departments downtown, I think we 
will approach a solution of this problem. 

It is not a matter of machinery or procedure. There are staffs in 
both the House and Senate Appropriations Committees which are 
adequate to get the information. Information is usually ineffective 
because Congress, Members of Congress—I am speaking from ob- 
servation ; perhaps I am unfair to my colleagues—try to reflect the 
sentiment which exists in the country at the particular time. -And 
for years, we have had not only requests, but demands for bigger and 
better spending by the Federal Government. We have lost. this 
word “No.” We have forgotten it entirely. It is not in the vocabu- 
lary any more. You talk about the Bureau of the Budget, the Comp- 
troller General, the Appropriations Committees of Congress. You 
will get economy in Government just as soon as the people themselves 
want ec onomy and make their wishes known to Congress, and not a 
minute sooner. 

That is all. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Stahl. 


STATEMENT OF STEVE STAHL, COORDINATOR, NATIONAL 
CONFERENCE OF STATE TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATIONS 


The Cuarrman. Identify yourself for the record, please. 
Mr. Sranz. Senator McClellan and members of the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments, my name is Steve Stahl. 
I reside at 1919 NW Thirty-third Street in Oklahoma City. 
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I am executive vice president of the Oklahoma Public Expenditures 
Council and coordinator of the National Conference of State Tax- 
payer Associations, 

The oportunity of apearing before this honorable committee for 
the purpose of discussing this important legislation which you have 
under consideration is greatly appreciated. 

Before proceeding, Mr. Chairman, I would like to more adequately 
define my position here today. 

First, the Conference of State Taxpayer Associations at a series of 
three regional meetings held in February of this year unanimously 
adopted as one of its a 

That Congress exercise firm, annual control of Federal spending, and create 
any necessary fiscal facilities to accomplish this end. 

This is certainly in harmony with the objective of S. 913. 

Second, this statement has been submitted to the executive officers 
of all State taxpayer associations and approved by the following 30 
State directors: 

John A. Rudisill, Arkansas Public Expenditure Council; Fred 
Bennion, Colorado Public Ex xpenditure Council; Carter Atkins, Con- 
necticut Public Expenditure Council, Inc.; Robert L. Newman, Florida 
Taxpayers Association; Max Yost, "Associated Taxpayers of Idaho; 
George Mahin, Taxpayers’ Federation of Illinois; Joe L. Long, Towa 
Taxpay ers Association; L. Owens Rea, Maryland Public Expenditure 
Council; Norman MacDonald, Massachusetts Federation of Tax- 
payers Association ; Loren Miller, Michigan Public Expenditure Sur- 
vey; Norman A. Borgen, Minnesota Taxpayers Association; Edward 
Staples, Missouri Public Expenditure Survey; R. A. Neill, Montana 
Taxpayers’ Association; Robert Armstrong, Association of Omaha 
Taxpayers; Harry 8S. Allen, Nevada Taxpayers Association. 

Also, Barry T. Mines, New Hampshire Taxpayers Association ; 
Carlton W. Tillinghast, New Jersey Taxpayers Association ; Rupert 
F. Asplund, Taxpayers’ Association of New Mexico; Walter O. Howe, 
New York Citizens Public Expenditure Survey, Inc.; ; Lloyd Griffin, 
North Carolina Citizens Association; G. C. Bush, North Dakota Tax- 
payers Association; Edward W. Wolfe, Ohio Public Expenditure 
Council; F. H. Young, Oregon Business and Tax Research; Robert 
M. Goodrich, Rhode Island Public Expenditure Council; C. Irvin 
Krumm, Greater South Dakota Association; William R. Pouder, Ten- 
nessee Taxpayers Association; M. H. Harris, Utah Taxpayers ’Asso- 
ciation; Daniel L. Hill, Washington State Taxpayers Association ; 
Fred W. Bennion, Wyoming Taxpayers Association; Steve Stahl, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council. 

Mr. Chairman, I have attached to this statement the telegrams or 
letters I have received from the above-named State taxpayer associa- 
tion officials, which I submit for the record. 

The CHarrman. They will be admitted in the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

LitTLeE Rock, Ark., May 8, 1951. 
Steve STant, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Kerr McGee Building, Oklahoma City, Okia.: 

You have our wholehearted endorsement of your statement to be presented in 
the name of the Conference of State Taxpayers Associations relative to Senate 
bill 918. Please extend our sincere appreciation to Senator McClellan and 
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his colleagues for their efforts to establish adequate machinery to improve our 
budgeting processes. 
JoHN A. RuDISILL. 





CoLoRADO PUBLIC EXPENDITURE COUNCIL, 
Denver, Colo., May 8, 1951. 
Mr. Steve Stadt, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditure Council, 
806 North Robinson, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Dear STEVE: I have read carefully the statement that you have prepared for 
a committee hearing in connection with S. 913. You are hereby authorized to 
include the name of the Colorado Public Expenditure Council, by Fred Bennion, 
executive director, as one of the State organizations approving the same. 

I am very sorry that it will be impossible for me to appear on behalf of our 
organization. 

Yours sincerely, 
FreD BENNION, Evrecutive Director. 


TALLAHASSEE, Fia., May 10, 1951. 
Steve STAHL, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 

We sincerely approve your support of the McClellan bill May 16. Please pre- 
sent Florida Taxpayers Association my apologies for delay. Am at legislative 
session until June. 

Rosert L. NEWMAN, 
Executive Secretary, Florida Taxpayers Association. 


ten ee 


Boise, IpAno, May 3, 1951. 
STEVE STAHL, 
Oklahoma Public Brpenditures Council, 
408 Kerr Mcgee Building, Oklahoma City, Okla.: 
You have full authorization to use our name at your hearing on Senate bill 913. 
Max Yost, 
Associated Taxpayers of Idaho. 


SPRINGFIELD, Iuu., May 7, 1951. 
Steve STAHL, 
Oklahoma Expenditures Council, Oklahoma City, Okla.: 
George approves your statement to Senator McClellan and authorizes includ- 
ing his name in list of directors. 
J. HERBERT EICHELBERGER, 
Taxpayers Federation of Illinois. 





TAXPAYERS FEDERATION OF ILLINOIS, 
Springfield, Ill., May 7, 1951. 
Mr. STEvE STAHL, 
Oklahoma Expenditures Council, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Dear STEVE: George is up to his neck with hearings at the State House—appar- 
ently blood pressure is normal and is doing well. He passed along your memo- 
randum No. 53 of April 30, and your telegram of April 5, and accordingly I wired 

Dear STEVE: George is up to his neck with hearings at the State House—appar- 
you to use his name in the list of directors approvingly. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. HERBERT EICHELBERGER, 
Assistant Executive Secretary. 
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Iowa TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, 


Des Moines, Iowa, May 7, 1951. 
Mr. Steve STAHL, 


Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 4 

Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Dear Steve: We are pleased to know that you are going to make an appearance 

in Washington in support of the McClellan bill on May 16. 
I am very certain that all of our members will be pleased to feel that you are 
also representing us in this matter and this letter will be your authority for same. 
Sincerely yours, 
Jor L. Lona, Evecutive Secretary. 





MARYLAND PusLic EXPENDITURE COUNCIL, 
Baltimore, Md., May 7, 1951. 
Mr. STEVE STAHL, 
Coordinator, National Conference State Taxpayers Associations, 3 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Dear Mr. StTant: This is to acknowledge and to answer your statement to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments on Senate bill 913. 

The board of directors of the Maryland Public Expenditure Council approve 
unanimously Senate bill 9138, introduced by Senator McClellan, and would wish 
to join with the other State taxpayer associations in urging the committee to 
explore further section 188 (E) (3) and section 138 (B) as well as section 
188 (G). 

The directors of the council believe this measure to be in accordance with the 
objective: that Congress exercise firm, annual control of fiscal spending, and 
create any necessary fiscal facilities to accomplish this end. 

The essence of democracy is an executive function controlled at all times by 
the legislative function. Only by means of a joint committee on budget assisted 
by a trained permanent staff can our Federal legislative representatives hope to 
fulfill their constitutional obligations to the satisfaction of the people and with 
easiness of their own consciences. 

It is my pleasure as the executive director of the Maryland Public Expendi- 
ture Council to concur heartily and sincerely in the nnanimous action of the 
council’s board. 

Cordially, 
L. Owens Rea, Leecutive Director. 


Boston, Mass., May 10, 1951. 























STEVE STAHL, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 3 
Will be Wardman Park Tuesday evening. Phone if not too late. Atkins objects : 
reference GAO your statement ; would approve otherwise. I don’t think I should i 
testify but we can arrange when see you. 

NorMAN MACDONALD, 

Taxpayers Federation. 





MASSACHUSETTS FEDERATION OF TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATIONS, INC., 
Boston, May 4, 1951. 
Mr. Steve STawt, 
Executive Vice President, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla, 


Dear Mr. Stan: The Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers Associations, 
subscribes completely to the statement you plan to make on May 16 at a hearing 
on §S. 913 before the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

In these times nothing can be of more importance to the taxpaying citizen than 
that Congress should better equip itself to cope with the problem of expendi- 
ture requests. The proposal of Senator McClellan is a clear and important step 4 
in that direction which we are glad to endorse. g 

We hope that you will be able so to record this organization. 

Sincerely yours, 
NORMAN MACDONALD, Executive Director. 
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Derroir, Micu., May 3, 1951. 
STEvE STAHL, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, Oklahoma City: 

Strongly endorse the statement you propose to submit at hearings on Senate 
bill 913, introduced by Senator McClellan. The Congress must be more ade- 
quately equipped if it is to fulfill its proper role. 

LorREN B. MILLER, 
Bureau of Governmental Buildings, Detroit, Mich. 





San Francisco, Caurr., May 9, 1951. 
Mr. STEVE STAHL, 


Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, Oklahoma City: 

We urge support Senate File S. 913 as necessary to adequate and effective 
consideration Federal appropriations. Defense spending to save America de- 
mands enactment this legislation to save tax dollars where possible to lend the 
utmost emphasis to military preparedness, 


NoRMAN A. BorGen, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Minnesota Taxpayers Association. 





JEFFERSON City, Mo., May 2, 1951. 
STEVE STAHL, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, Oklahoma City: 

Am happy to have you include me in the last of State directors approving your 
statement on 8S. 913. I will be glad to personally appear before the committee 
in support of the objectives of 8. 913. 1 would prefer to go after May 18 when 
we have our annual meeting out of the way, but will seek to appear when con- 
venient to Senator McClellan. 


EDWARD STAPLES. 


HELENA, Monr., May 3, 1951. 
STEVE STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, Okla- 
homa City: 

Montana taxpayers favor early enactment of S 913 and authorize you to so 
testify at hearing. Also in agreement with your suggested changes, partic- 
ularly Nos. 1 and 2. 

R. A. NEILL, Executive Secretary. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, 
May 9, 1951. 
Mr. StTeve STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, Okla- 
homa City 2, Okla, 
Dear Mr. StaH_: The following telegram addressed to you has just arrived 
here in my care: 
“Approve your statement on Senate bill 9138. Add our name—R. M. Armstrong, 
President, Association of Omaha Taxpayers, Inc., Omaha, Nebr.” 
I thought you would wish to have this information. 
With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN L. McCLeLian, Chairman. 


Reno, Nev., May 7, 1951. 
STEVE STAHL, 


Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 
Please include my name as having approved your statement relative to Senate 
bill 913; best wishes for success, regards. 
Harry 8. ALLEN. 
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Concorp, N. H., May 7, 1951. 
Steve STAHL, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 

Would like to attend hearing for Senate bill 913, if possible to fit into busy 
schedule. Advise what date would be most effective for me to appear and will 
try to arrange accordingly. Please wire reply. 

Barry T. MINEs, 
New Hampshire Tagvpayers Federation. 


New HAMPSHIRE TAXPAYERS F'EDERATION, 
Concord, N. H., May 3, 1951. 
Mr. Steve StTaut, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla, 


Dear STEVE: In reply to your letter of April 30, please include my name on the 
list of directors approving Senate bill 913. I consider it legislation that will do 
much toward insuring intelligent consideration of the Federal budget. 

Sincerely, 
Barry T. Mines, Erecutive Director. 





Trenton, N. J., May 7, 1951. 
STEVE STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 


Our association favors objectives of Senate bill 913. Letter follows. 


C. W. TILLINGHAST, 
New Jersey Taxpayers Association. 


New JERSEY TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Trenton, N. J., May 7, 1951. 
Mr. STEVE STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 


Dear Steve: Your proposed statement on United States Senate bill 913 
meets With our approval. Enclosed is copy of a letter that we sent to Senator 
McClellan some time ago, at his request. 

If you can do so, I would appreciate your letting me know whether you are 
scheduled for a morning or afternoon statement before the committee. 

Very sincerely, 
CARLTON W. TILLINGHAST, 
Executive Director. 


NEw JERSEY TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Trenton, N. J., May 7, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLeLian, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: The following is submitted in response to your 
kind invitation of February 26 to submit a statement for the record of the hear- 
ing which you advise is to be held on §. 913. 

As we understand, the purpose of this bill is to establish a Joint Congressional 
Budget Committee staffed with an adequate number of technicians to keep in 
constant touch with the fiscal requirements of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment, and thereby strengthen congressional fiscal control. 

The New Jersey Taxpayers Association has become increasingly concerned 
over the difficulties that Congress is experiencing in its consideration of the 
l’ederal budget. Our association strongly favored, and still does, the consolidated 
appropriation-bill procedure. For 1951, however, this procedure has been 
scrapped. Nevertheless, we continue to receive reports from responsible ob- 
servers indicating the almost chaotic condition that exists in Congress in its 
effort to consider the President’s 1951-52 budget proposals. 
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Admittedly, it is difficult to devise adequate methods of control over the 
Nation’s expanding expenditure programs, which, even prior to the Korean emer- 
gency, had achieved alarming dimensions. Such control will necessitate a num- 
ber of related improvements. Most certainly one of these is the adequate staffing 
of the Federal committees that are charged with the responsibility of reviewing 
the President's budget proposals, for purposes of examination, study, and re- 
search. To continue the attempt to study the budget without sufficient staff help 
is unthinkable. 

In the strongest possible terms, born of stark necessity in the face of near 
fiscal chaos, the New Jersey Taxpayers Association endorses the objectives of 
8. 913. 

Very sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR M. HAyeEs, 
Chairman, Committee on Federal Affairs, 
The New Jersey Taxpayers Association. 


May 9, 1951. 
Senator JoHNn L. MCCLELLAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


As director of the Taxpayers’ Association of New Mexico, I strongly endorse 
Senate Bill 913, introduced by yourself. I believe that the suggestions made 
by Mr. Steve Stahl would strengthen the bill and make it more effective in the 
control of Federal spending. 

RUPERT F. ASPLUND, 
Taxpayers’ Association of New Mevico. 


THE TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION OF NEW MEXICO, 
Santa Fe, N. Mez., May 9, 1951. 
Mr. STEVE STAHL, 
408 Kerr McGee Building, Oklahoma City, Okla. 


Dear STEVE: I am sorry I was delayed in acting upon your suggestion con- 
tained in Memo No. 53, sent me on April 30, and I have, at this late date, wired 
Senator McClellan a telegram, copy of which I enclose. 

Very truly yours, 
Rupert F. ASPLUND, Director. 


ALBANY, N. Y., May 3, 1951. 
STEvE STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 


You are authorized to include my name in the list of taxpayer association 
directors approving your statement before the Joint Committee on the Budget 
re §. 913. 

WALTER O. Howe, 
Erecutive Vice President, 
Citizens Public Hrpenditure Survey, Inc., of New York State. 


RALEIGH, N. C., May 11, 1951. 
Steve STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 
We endorse your statement with reference to S. 913 and authorize its use be- 
fore the committee. 
NorktH CAROLINA CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Lioyp GrirFiIn, Hrecutive Vice President. 
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Faroo, N. Dak., May 8, 1951. 










Steve Stak, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 


We heartily approve your proposed statement regarding 8S. 913. 


G. C. Busx, 
Secretary, North Dakota Taxpayers Association. 


CoLtumsus, On10, May 2, 1951. 



























Steve STAHL, ; 
Oklahoma Public Erpenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla.: 
We endorse your statement to Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Department on 8. 913. Congress should exercise firm annual control of Federal 3 
spending and establish all facilities necessary toward accomplishment. 
Epwarp W. Foe, 

Ohio Public Expenditure Council. 





OREGON BUSINESS AND TAx RESEARCH, 
Portland 4, Oreg., May 7, 1951. 
Mr. Sreve STau1, 
Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 


Dear STEVE: Your May 5 telegram was received by me this morning, May 7, 
when I returned to the Portland office from a 116-day session of the Oregon 
Legislature in our State capital, Salem. 

Frankly, I have not had time, neither has Louise Humphrey, to give any at- 
tention to national matters except as “old soldiers never die—they just fade 
away.” If you say that the McClellan bill is worth supporting, you certainly 
have the authority of Oregon Business and Tax Research to use its name to 
further the enactment of such a measure—whatever it is. I am relying upon 
your judgment and upon the judgment of the other State taxpayer groups in 
giving you this authorization. When I get my office straightened around 
again I will have time to look at things from a national as well as a purely 
local level as I have since January 8. 

Cordially yours, 
F. H. Youne, 
Manager, Oregon Business and Tax Research. 


PROVIDENCE, R. I., May 7, 1951. 

















STEVE STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma, Okla. 
Agreeable to use my name. 
Rosert M. Goopricn, 
Rhode Island Public Expenditure Council. 





GREATER SouTH DAKoTA ASSOCIATION, 
Huron, S. Dak., May 7, 1951. 
Mr. Steve STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Dear Steve: This will authorize you to include the name of the Greater South 
Dakota Association as one of the State associations in agreement with your 
statement to be presented in suport of 8. 913. We believe that S. 913 will go a 
long ways in providing the necessary facilities which are intended to provide 
the Congress with the necessary facts and mechanics for constructive decisions 
in the field of Governmental expenditures. 
Cordially yours, 
C. InvIN Krum, Evecutive Manager. 


S1 
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NASHVILLE, TENN., May 1, 1951. 
3 Steve STAHL, 
< Coordinator, Care of Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 











1 Oklahoma City, Okla.: 
4 The executive committee of this 19-year-old, nonpartisan, State-wide Tennessee 
NL. ; Taxpayers Association, Inc., endorses and strongly urges the passage of Senate 
* bil! 913, introduced by Senator McClellan, of Arkansas, designed to enable Con- 
4 gress to exercise a firm, annual control over all Federal spending and to create 
1 a any fiscal facilities deemed necessary to accomplish this purpose. You may 
m 5 include the name of this association among those empowering you to present 
this our hearty endorsement and urgent request for the prompt passage of this 
4 wholesome, statesmanlike, and urgently needed legislation. 
tive 3 TENNESSEE TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, 
eral & By E. W. PALMER, President. 
a WILLIAM R. PoupEr, Evecutive Secretary. 
il. 3 
4 UTAH TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, 
3 Salt Lake City 1, Utah, May 7, 1951. 
: Mr. Steve STAHL, 
1 4 Executive Secretary,, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, 
_ 4 Oklahoma City, Okla. 
a Dear Mr. STAHL: The Utah Taxpayers Association is heartily in favor of any 
program that will increase the firm control by Congress of all Federal spending 
v7, 4 and that will create the necessary facilities to implement such control in a wise 
gon 3 manner. . . op . 
4 We urge the passage of S. 913 as we believe this bill to be the best solution yet 
ate 2 presented to achieve the control so much needed. : 
Pade a We authorize you to speak for us before Senate committee hearings on the bill 
inly 4 mentioned and urge its passage. 
ate § Sincerely yours, 
1pon 4 Uran TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, 
s in q M. H. Harris, Executive Secretary. 
und g 
rely a 
3 WASHINGTON STATE TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, 
‘ Seattle 1, Wash., May 2, 1951. 
‘h Mr. Steve STAHL, 


Evecutive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditure Council, 
Oklahoma City 2, Okla. 


Dear Steve: I have read with much interest your statement to Senator Me- 
pe. Clellan and the members of the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments regarding Senate bill 913 which provides for the creation of a 

joint committee on the budget with adequate staffing. 

Inasmuch as it will be impossible for any of us from way out here in Washing- 
ton to attend the committee hearings, it will be appreciated if you will be so 
good as to make clear our wholehearted concurrence with your statement. 

~il. “ Senate bill 913 certainly appears to be in complete harmony with Item No. 5 
d of our cooperative program which requests that “Congress exercise firm, annual 
control of Federal spending and create any necessary facilities to accomplish 

this end.” 


. Would you also please indicate my concurrence with the three possible changes 
51. a set forth in the last two pages of your statement? I believe that of these, item 

a No. 1 is of particular importance in suggesting that section 138 (e) (3) pro- 

a vide that the joint committee be given the duty of reporting recommendations on 
Okla. a appropriations deemed “unnecessary, uneconomical, or unwise,” as well as those 
outh = which deviate from basic legislative authorization. 
vour % Were any of us able to attend, we would take the opportunity to personally 
go a a express our gratitude and sympathy to the Senator for his efforts in behalf of 
vide economy and sound government. If you can do this for us, we shall be doubly 
sions grateful. 


a Yours sincerely, 
a Dantet L. Hirt, Acting Director. 
er, 84329—51——-6 
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WyYoMING TAXPAyerRS ASSOCIATION, 
Cheyenne, Wyo., May 2, 1951. 


Mr. Steve STAHL, 
Executive Vice President, Oklahoma Public Expenditures Council, ou 
Oklahoma City, 2, Okla. | 
Dear Mr. Stax: You have sent us a copy of the statement you are to make na 
anent 8S. 913 before the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive | 
Departments. We have studied this statement and are in complete accord with f 
your viewpoint. - 
On March 12, 1951, the board of directors of the Wyoming Taxpayers Associa- ne 
tion agreed that one of our Federal level objectives would be to work for legis- ex 
lative facilities which would make it possible for Congress to exercise firm con- no 
trol of Federal spending. You may be interested to know that our Wyoming 
State Governor, Frank A. Barrett, former Congressman-at-large from Wyoming, 
was present at this meeting and also our former Governor, Leslie A. Miller, co 
task force chairman on the Hoover Commission. nl 
I sincerely regret that I cannot appear before the committee. It is budget pr 
time for Wyoming’s units of local government and my efforts are directed toward 4 Ww 
assisting local officials prepare prudent fiscal policies for the critical year ahead. 3 
Thank you for the opportunity of allowing our association to go on record as Fi ar 
favoring your statement and we certainly do wish to commend Senator Mc- d in 
Clellan and his committee members for conducting the important hearings on 
8. 913. fa 
Faithfully yours, ; 
Frep W. BEeNNION. th 
Mr. Srant. Third, the board of trustees of the Oklahoma Public rs 
Expenditures Council has unanimously approved the entire program th 
adopted by the National Conference which, as I mentioned a moment th 
ago, includes the recommendation that— 
Congress exercise firm, annual control of Federal spending, and create any ve 
necessary fiscal facilities to accomplish this end. be 
Mr. Chairman, I mention these facts solely to indicate to you and 
the members of = committee that there is widespread approval of Cl 
the purpose you had in mind in drafting and introducing S. 913. di 
Directors of State citizen organizations dedicated to developing and ce 
disseminating facts about government have long been deeply con- 
cerned about the subject matter of the bill which is under consideration 
here today. d 
Most of these organizations in the past have supported efforts to = tli 
strengthen Congress by improving its facilities for fiscal control. = ti 
Among these are: je 
1. The Government Corporation Control Act of 1945; p 
2. The Legislative Budget Provision of the Legislative Reorganiza- n 
tion Act of 1946; 
3. The consolidated, one-package, appropriation procedure which t] 
was tried last year; * and, n 
4. The Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. . 
While these and other measures have been beneficial in varying a 
degrees the fact remains that Congress has found itself progressively re 
less capable of exercising the fiscal responsibility given it by the ’ p 
Constitution. = h 
This incapacity, at least in my opinion, stems not from a lack of = ¢ 
desire on the part of Members of Congress but rather from the lack a 
of effective tools by which to construct a sound fiscal program. a 
Officials of our State associations are convinced that the need to 
improve the fiscal-control machinery of Congress has been of prime n 
importance for several years. t 
seieheniinnianiden 0 


*See S. Con. Res. 27, appendix A, p. 164. 
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Now, in view of the world situation, it is an absolute must. In this 
emergency which — be with us for years to come we must conserve 
our economic strength as well as develop our military might. 

Both are of paramount importance if we are to survive as a free 
nation. 

This responsibility by the Congress cannot be met by employment 
of the machinery, procedure, and organization designed to meet the 
needs of that long dead era when Federal activities were limited and 
expenditures totaling $10 billion, or less, annually were considered 
normal, 

Therefore we are gratified that this committee has undertaken a 
comprehensive exploration of the whole problem. While we recog- 
nize that S. 913 covers only a portion of the scope involved in this 
problem, we know it is a vital part. Along with Members of Congress, 
we are aware that the Appropriations Committees of both Senate 
and House lack the facilities by which to discharge properly their 
important responsibilities. 

We commend the interest of your committee in trying to create the 
facilities which will give both Congress and citizens needed informa- 
tion about past and proposed expenditures of the Government, infor- 
mation which is not now available. We do not presume to advise 
your committee at this time on the details of the organization which 
the Congress may finally adopt to improve these facilities because 
the entire scope of such needed facilities is not encompassed in S. 913. 

However, we suggest that there are three possible changes which 
your committee should explore in its consideration of the bill now 
before you. These are: 

1. Referring to section 138 (e) (3), we suggest the joint committee 
created by this bill should be given the duty of reporting recommen- 
dations on appropriations which are deemed unnecessary, uneconomi- 
cal or unwise, as well as those which may be found to deviate from 
basic legislative authorization. 

2. Referring to section 138 (b), we suggest that you explore the 
desirability of including a requirement in this section to the effect 
that any bill authorizing new expenditures when reported to either 
the House or the Senate shall be accompanied by a report from the 
joint budget committee outlining the financial significance of such 
proposed authorization and any recommendation which the committee 
may wish to make respecting it. 

3. Referring to section 138 (g), Senator, I would like to say here 
that back in the list of organizations which have approved this state- 
ment, we have Mr. Atkins, of the Connecticut Public Expenditure 
Survey, and on this particuular part of the statement he is not in 
accord, and I want to make that clear at this time. We suggest your 
committee explore ways to bring some stability of tenure to at least 
part of the staff of this proposed joint committee. One suggestion 
has been to consider creating a division in the office of the Comptroller 
General, similar to the Corporate Audits Division, which could supply 
at least some of the staff needs of the joint appropriations committee 
and yet be somewhat insulated against the vagaries of politics. 

Senator McClellan, in closing I want to express to you and to all 
members of your committee on behalf of my colleagues and myself 
the deepest appreciation for your efforts in this and other matters 
of vital importance to all American citizens. 
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Believe me, we are cognizant of the tremendous responsibilities 
which rest on your shoulders. We are desirous of assisting you in 
any and every way possible in your conscientious and courageous 
efforts to safeguard the solvency of our Nation and the freedom of 
its people. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Stahl. I appreciate, 
and I am sure the committee does, your suggestions relative to desirable 
changes in the bill. We have not thought this bill was perfect from 
the beginning at all. I do not think we will have a witness who will 
testify before us that the objective of this bill is not a worthy one or 
that the problem does not exist. We want to get the best light we 
‘an on actually how to do something about it. 

We appreciate your instructive suggestion and constructive criti- 
cism, while we are trying to make a study of this particular phase 
of the problem of fiscal policies that the Government needs to pursue 
in this time of crisis. 

Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monronry. Senator, I am sorry I was late. I am glad to 
have my fellow statesman here. He has done a good job in the State 
of Oklahoma to get people to realize that economy is not just a matter 
of speech making and not just a matter of desire, but one of funda- 
mental information on government and the mechanics of government 
and the housekeeping items, so you know where you can cut. I think 
that is the most important thing. I think that is the general direction 
the chairman had in mind in introducing this bill, and most of these 
fine organizations have been supporting it. We had hoped to do 
that through the legislative budget and set up a joint committee of 
both Houses and include thereon the tax-raising committee representa- 
tion as well. 

The legislative budget does provide that either operating through 
a subcommittee or a subcommittee thereof, you would have the recom- 
mendation of the men who have to collect the money as well as the 
men who spend it. 

I think that that in any set-up, looking toward economy, that is 
pretty important to have. 

Do you think it would be helpful to have the boys who have to put 
the taxes on the people represented somewhat on this joint committee ? 

Mr. Sraut. I think, Senator, it might be very desirable and your 
suggestion could be accomplished easily by merely changing the num- 
ber of people serving on the committee. 

Senator Monroney. We did not want to get the committee too 
large. That is one of the reasons we had difficulty in the original 
legislative-budget idea, that we tried to work it out with too many 
members. But to be effective I think you should have leaders of both 
the minority and majority parties of the tax-spending and the tax- 
raising committees and let them form a joint committee to really be 
vocal and effective and furnish the leadership, looking toward 
economy. 

I like particularly your suggestion that before authorizations are 
made, let us know what some of these things are going to cost before 
we authorize the spending of that money. Once they came in in an 
appropriation bill and the program is set up, the Government is com- 
mitted to whatever the cost of that program is. 
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This suggestion that the committee report on recommendations on 
appropriations which are deemed unnecessary—would that interfere 
in any way with the present fine work that the Byrd committee is 
doing, to Government spending ¢ 

Mr. Stanu. I see no conflict, Senator, there at all. 

Senator Monroney. We do not want to be guilty ourselves of what 
we are trying to eliminate in Government, and that is setting up par- 
allel organizations that would be duplicating the same work. The 
Byrd committee has been operating in that field, it is a special com- 
mittee and it is distinguished by the men who have devotion to that 
duty. 

I was wondering if that would be duplicating that work. 

Mr. Srant. I do not believe it really would. 

Senator Monronry. Your reference to the General Accounting 
Office would not necessarily mean that we would have to employ them 
as an agent of Congress but it would more or less mean that we could 
use the facilities that they have in reporting to this joint committee 
their ideas of where Government economy could be effected, as revealed 
by their post audits of all Government accounts, would it not ? 

Mr. Stanu. That isright. IfS.913, for example, is passed, it seems 
to me that the biggest difficulty you will have is that of obtaining a 
qualified staff. 1 do not believe you can do so without providing 
some reasonable tenure for that staff. 

Senator Monroney. I am in agreement with that. 

Mr. Stan. That seems to me to be the biggest problem you would 
have, operating under S. 913. 

Senator Monroney. I think the testimony yesterday indicated that 
if this bill is enacted into law, it will be something like the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. Year after year they 
would be expert in their fields and know as much about it as the execu- 
tive agencies know about their particular work. 

I certainly think it should have a fine staff. I do not believe we 
should try and duplicate in numbers the executive department staff. 
I think we should have a sharp enough staff that it could very easily 
get the kind of reports that they need from the Comptroller General 
or from Civil Service or any other agency of the Government, and 
coordinate that so that it would be useful to the members of the com- 
mittee in reaching these excessive expenditures and seeking reductions. 

The testimony yesterday I thought was very good in that line, when 
it referred to the fact that there was already authorization for the 
Comptroller General to do this expenditure analysis within the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act. It was one of the things we hoped for 
that would bring economy, in revealing and digging out of very vast 
postaudit, which is a part of their regular work, the information that 
is derived from that, of whether these expenditures, many of them, are 
necessary or not, and to make their reports, if it is widespread activity, 
to make them available to the Congress through the Joint Committee 
on the Budget. 

Is that your position, that we would implement the General Account- 
ing Office with funds to give us the kind of information we need in our 
appropriations? 

Mr. Stan. That is right, but you should still have your own staff 
which would make use of those facilities, as well as others; your Legis- 
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lative Reference Bureau, for example. But you would have under 
your own direction a staff that would be a coordinating agency for 
the assembling of this information, which is vital to you as Members 
of Congress and members of the Appropriations Committee. 

Senator Monroney. Your idea was not to ask the General Account- 
ing Office to assign their personnel to our staff on a borrowed basis? 

Mr. Sraut. No. 

Senator Monroney. We are trying to get away from that all we 
can but if we can assign a definite, specific duty to get those reports 
for which our staff would ask, then the staff would have the back- 
ground information, and for a very little bit of money, comparatively 
speaking, they could dig it out of their regular work and submit it 
to Congress and have it available for us instead of having these un- 
necessary expenditures which go unnoticed in the vast volume of 
work that the Appropriations Committee today has to do. 

Mr. Sranu. That is right. 

The CHarrman. We have had some suggestions regarding this bill 
from one or two Members of the Senate, that in setting up the staff 
a certain number should be assigned to the majority members of the 
committee and certain others assigned to the minority members of 
the committee. 

In view of what you have said, and Senator Monroney’s comments 
here, I take it you think that would be a mistake. 

Mr. Sranu. That is my personal opinion, sir. 

I think probably your operation there would be likened to our 
operation as a State citizen or taxpayer organization. We assign 
our staff to make certain studies. We do not send that staff out to 
prove anything, but we ask them to bring back the information, and 
then that information is available to all of our members. It would 
seem to me that your staff should function in the same way. 

The Cuatrman. It was my thought, frankly, that if the committee 
was staffed in that fashion, with vided responsibility of the mem- 
bers, some serving the Republicans and some serving the Democrats, 
that you could never get actual coordination and it would invite a lot 
of partisanship that it is desirable to avoid and does not belong in the 
consideration of this problem. 

I would think that this committee should be just as nonpartisan 
as any committee that could be established in the Congress. We would 
attempt to direct the efforts and purposes of the committee to serving 
the people as a whole by lightening their obligations and expenditures 
and thus lightening their tax burden, if possible. 

I believe the staff should be career men selected on the basis of their 
qualifications, their experience and training, and I doubt the wisdom 
of ever asking any member, anyone who applies, whether he is a 
Republican or a Democrat. 

With regard to putting on this committee members of the Finance 
Committee of the Senate and members of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee of the House, in order to take into consideration at all times 
the aspect of revenues, it strikes me if that should be done, or if that 
is advisable—and I am not arguing either way at the moment—that 
instead of setting up the Committee on the Budget as proposed by 
this bill, that it would be better to revise the Joint Committee on In- 
ternal Revenue Taxation, by just adding the budget examination func- 
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tions as is proposed in this bill, instead of setting up two separate 
committees. 

Now I want to give some thought to that myself, because we do not 
want to set up another committee that overlaps and duplicates services 
that are now being performed. 

Senator Monroney. Theoretically the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation has the technical job, as Bob Doughton says, of 
trying to get the most feathers with the least squawk. It is a matter 
of raising taxes and one that will bear on our economy. Undoubtedly 
while there might be some duplication of membership, I am afraid you 
would overload the work of the Committee on Internal Revenue Tax- 
ation and might destroy what has proven to be one of the outstanding 
committee procedures of the Congress. 

The Cuarrman. We certainly do not want to do that. I was just 
bringing up these points in the consideration of this problem. 

Senator Monroney. In going to these other committees, I do not 
think you can divorce the fiscal policy of spending from the tax-raising 
job. While they cannot be unified, it is still good to have the tax- 
raising group present, because, after all, the burden is finally going 
to come on them for increased revenues or for trying to preserve a 
balanced budget in the face of tax decreases. I think we would have 
avoided a $5 billion deficit if we had had representation on a commit- 
tee powerful enough when the $5 billion tax cut was made. They said 
then that Congress would reduce expenditures but Congress did not 
reduce spending. We might have avoided that $5 billion deficit if the 
two committees had worked jointly. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Stahl, do you believe the American people 
sincerely want a reduction in Federal spending ? 

Mr. Stan. I would say, Senator, in answer to that question, “Yes,” 
the majority of them do. I do not say a substantial majority, but I 
do believe a majority. 

Senator Dworsuax. A majority of the American people? 

Mr. Sranu. That is right. Unfortunately they are not the people 
who are vocal. 

Senator DworsHak. Your organization believes there should be ma- 
terial reductions. 

Mr. Sranu. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHax. Can you be specific and point out a few of 
these places where you would cut down and economize ? 

Mr. Sranw. I cannot, Senator, as an individual. I can say that our 
organization goes along very much with the recommendations that 
have been made by Senator Byrd. I believe he lists those places where 
the budget can be cut, line by line, and item by item. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. A reduction of about 10 percent, as I recall. 

Mr. Srant. I believe in the original figures of the proposed budget 
it calls for a reduction of $9.1 billion. 

Senator DworsHax. You cannot give us any particular items in- 
cluded in that amount ? 

Mr. Srant. I would hesitate to recall them right now because I 
would rather have those figures before me, sir. 

_ Senator Dwrsnax. You probably do not want to express any opin- 
ions in behalf of your national taxpayers association on our spending 
abroad? I think the record shows we have expended probably $30 
billion in various ways since the end of hostilities in World War IT. 
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It was reported the President is planning to send requests to Capitol 
Hill for $6 billion or $7 billion for spending abroad during the next 
fiscal year. Have you any comments to offer on this spending ¢ 

Mr. Sranu. No, sir; I have not. I would certainly be out of place 
trying to set myself up as an authority on the wisdom of those expen- 
ditures. I do think they should be safeguarded to see that they are 
serving the purpose for which they are being spent. 

Senator Dworswak. I cannot help but make the observation again, 
Mr. Chairman, that this whole procedure reminds me of setting up 
some rules, say like in baseball, and then we look around for someone 
to go to bat and make a home run or do some effective playing and 
everybody says, “Well, we haven’t any players, we do not want to 
score any victories, we Just want a book of procedures and regulations 
and rules so that the American people can talk about economy and 
cutting expenditures, but actually offering little in the way of specific 
suggestions and support.” 

For instance, I do not like to raise this point and I probably should 
not. Probably it is out of order, but just recently the Congress ap- 
proved a proposal submitted by the Bureau of the Budget in a supple- 
mental bill for the remaining weeks of this fiscal year to provide 
$50 million for Federal aid for construction of schools in areas where 
there have been serious impacts as a result of our military prepared- 
ness. An amendment was offered on the floor to double that amount 
suggested by the Bureau of the Budget. The propsal was defeated. 

What would your reaction be to that? Do you think that we should 
talk about reducing the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget, 
when in this specific instance—and I like to be specifice—an amend- 
ment was offered in the Senate to double the amount recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget? What do you think about things like 
that? What would you do? 

Mr. Sranv. Naturally I will agree with you that you cannot legis- 
late the desire for economy. That is out of the question. If you had 
a proper staff to find out whether that expenditure was necessary— 
it may be or it may not; I don’t know. 

Senator Dworsnax. The Appropriations Committee has a staff 
which studies that. 

Mr. Sranu. If it appears necessary, then it is up to you as a Mem- 
ber of Congress to make up your mind on it. 

Senator Dworsuak. In other words, economy is all right except 
where some particular segment of our people in the United States— 
und there are dozens of such segments—thinks that economy is all 
right for everybody else, but in the specific case in which that par- 
ticular group is interested, they reserve the right not to be for economy, 
but to go along, not only for budget requests, but probably to double 
budget requests. Would you say that is a good method of procedure? 

Mr. Stan. No indeed. That is one of the great troubles we have 
in this country today; “I am for economy but do not cut off my own 
particular project.” 

That is one thing, sir, that our organizations are trying to do. If 
‘you are for economy, be for economy, period. 

Senator Dworsuak. For yourself as well as the other fellow. 

Mr. Srauu. That is right. Do not write your Congressman, your 
representatives down here, and ask for economy, and then get on a 
plane the next morning and come down and ask for a pet project. 
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Senator Dworsnaxk. Which happens very frequently. 

Mr. Stranv. That is one of the things we are trying to overcome, sir, 
without too much success. 

Senator Dworsnak. I thank you for that. 

I do not think there is much use in pursuing questions along that 
line. I understand the objectives of Mr. Stahl’s association. I am 
happy to note that the Associated Taxpayers of Idaho are affiliated 
with you in this project. I am personally acquainted with the execu- 
tive secretary and the President. I think their objective is com- 
mendable, that they want to do something to reduce expenditures, and 
prevent bankr uptey ultimately in Fede: ral Government. ’ 

Again I would say to you, Mr. Stahl, that I think your organiza- 
tion and the various associations affiliated with you should be spec ifie 
and should back up Members of Congress and not merely say in an 
abstract manner that you are for economy. Get out and help crys- 
tallize sentiment back home in your State and in all the States, and 
if the people want economy they will get economy in Congress, and 
not before that sentiment prevails. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much. We appreciate your 
presence. 

Mr. Stanz. Thank you. 

(The following letters were received by the committee :) 


UNITED Srates SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
May 17, 1951. 
Mr. WALTER L. REYNOLDS, 
Chief Clerk, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building. 

DEAR WALTER: I am enclosing copy of letter sent me by Mr. Philip G. Arneson, 
president of the La Crosse County Taxpayers Association of La Crosse, Wis., 
in which he requests that the views of his organization on S. 913 be made a 
matter of record. I will appreciate your doing this. 

With kindest regards, I am. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joe McCarruy. 


LA Crosse CouNty TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, 
La Crosse, Wis., May 9, 1951. 

Dear SENATOR McCarrHy: The tremendous growth of Federal expenditures 
entirely aside from those needed to guarantee national security make it in- 
creasingly evident that we must do something to strengthen our spending 
controls. 

While the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950 has provided us 
with a statutory basis for “performance” budgets and simplified accounting 
practices which have been of benefit, we believe that Congress is being forced 
to act on many spending proposals before it has time to give them the considera- 
tion they merit. 

As there is such a multitude of spending proposals which should be studied 
while they are in the making, Senator McClellan’s bill S. 913 should provide the 
Appropriations Committees of both Houses with the mechanism for suitable 
study in cooperation with the budget and executive agencies. 

Would you please make our views on this bill known at the committee hearings 
on the matter? 

Sincerely, 
PHILIP G. ARNESON, 
President, La Crosse County Taxpayers Association. 
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STATEMENT OF NORMAN MacDONALD, MASSACHUSETTS FEDERA- 
TION OF TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATIONS 


The Cuarrman. Mr. MacDonald—— 

Mr. MacDonatp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Norman MacDonald. I am executive director of the Mas- 
sachusetts Federation of Taxpayers Associations, with offices at 11 
Beacon Street, Boston, and I appear today not only for my own organ- 
ization but for my New England colleague, Mr. Carter W. Atkins, 
executive director of the Connecticut Public Expenditures Council, 
whose offices are at 21 Lewis Street, Hartford, Conn. 

I regret, Mr. Chairman, I have not a clear copy of the statement 
which I can give either to the stenotypist or to the committee. 

In an effort to save the time of the committee, I have made a revi- 
sion of my intended remarks which might have been repetitious of 
what others have said, and thus I have no statement to file. 

The Cuarrman. That is all right; you may just proceed extem- 
poraneously. 

Mr. MacDonatp. Since Mr. Stahl is chairman and coordinator of 
the National Conference of State Taxpayer Associations, and since 
my own organization and that of Mr. Atkins have joined in his state- 
ment, I wish you would consider that my remarks are rather in ampli- 
fication and extension of what he has said, upon the basis that we 
have long realized and appreciated the dilemma which confronts the 
committee in working out a solution to this most complicated and 
most important problem. 

I would not venture to appear here today were it not for the fact 
that we in Connecticut and in Massachusetts, at the State level, have 
been attempting to work out a similar solution within our own legis- 
lative process. 

During consideration of our domestic problems, we may have 
reached some conclusions conceivably of value to your committee. 

I shall, however, confine myself to the framework represented by 
the bill before you, because whether it emerges for action in its pres- 
ent form or in another, we strongly believe that it represents a nec- 
essary start toward a most valuable objective. 

We should like to suggest that in section 138, subsection (e), dealing 
with joint committee reports to the standing committees, on areas in 
which economies might be effected through changes in the law, that 
the bill should be strengthened to make it clear that such reports 
should include recommendations for cut-backs in previously author- 
ized legislative programs requiring appropriations, whenever the fiscal 
and economic well-being of the Nation would seem to indicate a change 
in policy was necessary or desirable. 

Also in section 138, subsection (g), which deals with the employ- 
ment of professional and technical personnel, we think that amend- 
ments in several particulars might be desirable. It is the most per- 
plexing problem in the whole structure, it seems to us, how to acquire 
and assure the continued service of competent personnel. 

It is our belief that the productivity of such a staff would be greatly 
increased, and the possibility of getting top-flight people would be 
similarly increased, if there were something like a positive guaranty 
of tenure. 
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The operations of the Federal Government are so ramified in scope, 
and the need for permanent staff constantly acquiring knowledge of it 
so vital, that assured tenure of competent personnel offers the only 
hope, we think, for success of the system which S. 913 seeks to bring 
about. 

Efforts to make legislative budget provisions, which you also well 
remember, operate without such a permanent staff came to nothing. 
In the words of the chairman last year in his notable address to the 
Senate on essentially the same bill, then numbered 8S. 2898, Senator 
McClellan said: 

This is a job that Congress cannot adequately perform without securing the 
ablest technical assistance and counsel that can possibly be made available to it. 

Believing in the essential rightness of that statement and its funda- 
mental importance, it is our suggestion, first, that instead of the 
provision in the bill that technical staff members could be dismissed 
by a majority vote of the new committee, we would suggest that at 
least 7 and perhaps 8 members of the 10-man committee should be 
required to vote affirmatively before a member of the technical staff 
was fired. 

Senator Monroney. You would not make that simply for cause, 
though, would you? You would have to have some qualification 
on that—either the fellow was a drunkard or something like that. 
You should not limit it to being fired for political reasons, should you? 

Mr. MacDona.p. Essentially, that is what I am getting at. Iam 
not sure, coming from as far away as New England, that it is desirable 
for a witness to say those things as openly as you do. 

Senator Monroney. What you are trying to say is that it should be 
career service. But suppose you had nine affirmative votes, maybe 
the fellow could not add a column of figures and maybe he would not 
stay on the job and work hard; would you still make such a proposal ? 
I hate to see you put a limit in to the point where you would have to 
have 80 percent of the committee. 

Mr. MacDonaxp. Senator, we would settle for 70 percent. 

Our second suggestion in that connection is that professional and 
technical employees be recruited on the basis of personnel qualifica- 
tions comparable to those required for employment in the Bureau of 
the Budget or the other fiscal agencies of the Federal Government; 
and, third, we suggest that you consider seriously the assignment of 
staff to both the majority and minority members of the joint com- 
mittee. That isa principle which was advanced at the time Congress 
was engaged in reorganizing itself, as you very well know, Senator, 
and which has been recognized to a minor degree in the present Appro- 
priations Committee. 

I must say that in advancing that suggestion, which I do very 
timidly, it represents a very far departure from the academic, the 
theoretical, approach to Government; and is a recognition, indeed, 
of the very practical aspects of the practical problems which practical 
men in Congress must confront. 

I have myself talked with a good many Members of Congress upon 
this matter and I have heard over and over again the comment made 
that under the existing system there is not a sufficient guaranty to 
the minority that it will have staff for its purposes, and [ would not 
dare to make the recommendation at all were it not for the old Amer- 
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ican custom of turning today’s majority into tomorrow’s minority. I 
think the procedure would profit both parties to the advantage of the 
American people. say 

Also, in section 138, subsection (j), we prefer the same section in 
last year’s bill, S. 2898, which required each agency to supply the 
joint committee with any budget justification submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget, rather than the provision here contained. 

You may remember that last year’s bill did not permit the inter- 
mingling of legislative and executive employees in the preparation 
of the budget for the consideration of the President. It seems to 
us that until such time as we abandon, if we ever do, the Executive- 
type budget for something else, we should not endorse even the 
attendance of representatives or employees of the joint committee at 
closed hearings of the Bureau of the Budget. 

I should like again to quote very briefly from the distinguished 
chairman in his Senate speech last year when he said: 

It is not the purpose of the legislation which I propose to in any way hinder, 
obstruct, impair, or detract from the functions of the Bureau of the Budget. 

We think that under our system the Bureau of the Budget has 
definite functions which it must, under our system, perform for itself 
without the interference at that stage of the legislative branch. 

The Cuarrman. I understand at that point that your suggestion is 
oe the last sentence of subsection (j) on page 7 of the bill be stricken 

rom it! 

Mr. MacDonatp. It is my recollection that such action would serve 
the purpose, Senator. I haven’t a copy of S. 2898 here, but the sub- 
stitution of the same section taken from last year’s bill would seem 
to us to achieve a satisfactory result. 

Finally, gentlemen, we believe the bill should require any agency 
or department requesting the initiation of new functions or programs 
to present, through the Bureau of the Budget or otherwise, the esti- 
mates of the budgetary impact of the proposal for each year in the 
foreseeable future. That is the very point brought up by Senator 
Schoeppel this morning. So often the Congress authorizes a new 
ee without any real notion of what that is going to cost in the 

uture. 

The Crarrman. I believe that was required. Presently all bills 
introduced are referred to the Bureau of the Budget for its com- 
ments. Bills introduced by the Congress are referred to the Bureau 
of the Budget for comment on the legislation. 

I believe your suggestion is that, if a department initiates a bill 
or a program, it submit from the Bureau of the Budget an estimate 
of its cost. 

Now how would we handle that? You would have to make it apply 
to all legislation, I think, if we got the results that you seek. ; 

Mr. MacDonatp. It is my hope, sir, that you would do that. 

To put it another way, and to be much more colloquial about it, I 
think what I am attempting to suggest to the committee, and I make 
the suggestion with the full knowledge of the existing procedure, is 
that this new committee should, among other things, have the func- 
tion of casting a cold and critical eye upon such estimates as might 
come from the Bureau of the Budget, or from other sources. 
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The Cuamrman. Then to attain your purpose you would require all 
committees, all legislative committees, to refer any bills to this com- 
mittee, just as they do now to the Bureau of the Budget for a report. 

Mr. MacDonaLp. It might work out to that extent, Senator, and if 
so I can see no real objection to it. I think it would be a protective 
device of great consequence. 

Senator Monroney. For example, there is quite a move on to in- 
crease the pay scale of the Government employees. The Civil Service 
Committee has jurisdiction. I just came from a meeting of that com- 
mittee. 

Would it be your idea that any such pay increases would have to 
have the approval of this joint committee as well as the standing com- 
mittees of the two houses ¢ 

Mr. MacDona.. That is a very difficult question for me to answer, 
Senator, because I am not certain whether legislation of the type being 
attempted here—well, Jet me stop. Perhaps I misunderstand your 
question. Is your question directed to approval by the committee be- 
fore which I am today testifying, or before the new committee ? 

Senator Monroney. Before the joint committee. 

Mr. MacDonaxp. Under those circumstances, 1 would suppose that 
the approval of that committee would not be necessary. It seems to 
me that the very structure contemplated—that is to say, a member- 
ship consisting of representatives of other committees—would leave 
the new committee in the very valuable and perhaps almost nonpar- 
tisan position of being informative and in a broad sense recommenda- 
tory without necessarily getting itself down to the details of all legis- 
lation. 

The Cuairman. In other words, as I understand you, referring to 
the bill mentioned for raising the pay of Government employees, you 
would not take away from the Civil Service Committee its responsi- 
bility to make the final recommendation, but you would have the bill 
referred to the proposed joint committee for its comments and its esti- 
mate of costs involved. Is that what you have in mind? 

Mr. MacDona.p. That is exactly right, sir. 

The Cuairman. And report that back to the legislative committee, 
as the Bureau of the Budget reports to the same committees now on 
legislation ? 

Mr. MacDonaxp. That is exactly right. 

The Cuamrman, It would go back to the legislative committee before 
reporting the bill out and it would have the information from this 
committee as to its evaluation with respect to cost ? 

Mr. MacDonatp. That is exactly how I see the picture. 

_ Senator Monroney. You would not make any effort to tie it in a 
little more closely, for an over-all fiscal control? For instance, should 
a committee, such as the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, au- 
thorize a pay increase while the Congress is committing itself on all 
Government personnel excepting the postal workers, up to a quarter 
of a billion dollars, roughly, increase in expenditures. After such a 
raise is passed, the Appropriations Committees are practically power- 
less, and the joint committee would be practically powerless, to do 
anything except just absorb that impact. 

Mr. MacDonaxp. Senator Monroney, for me to attempt to answer 
that question in the affirmative or the negative would lead me into a 











88 CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


field I should deeply regret, the field of theory . I have not the aware- 
ness of the practical problem which confronts Members of Congress 
to be able to answer it except by guessing at it, and perhaps by setting 
up an unattainable ideal. 

I think an answer to that would far better come from informed 
people, rather than from myself. 

Senator Monroney. We are searching for better fiscal control and 
lots of times the confusion of authority all over the lot leaves the 
Appropriations Committees powerless to really be the fiscal agent of 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. MacDonatp. We, like yourselves, Senator, are searching for the 
same thing. We are convinced, and I am especially convinced, that 
the American people want economy. I am convinced that there is a 
very practical problem, too, in failing to achieve it and it is the same 
problem that you in the Congress are trying to meet. 

The people of the United States want economy because more and 
more they are finding they have less and less of the money they earn 
to spend for their own purposes and they would be very happy by and 
large to be able to recommend specific economies to Congress. There 
are many places in which the cost of the Federal Government might 
be cut, and citizens would be glad to point them out if they were not 
embarrassed by the same thing which embarrasses Congress, lack of 
information. 

Now the procedure suggested here which would make fundamental 
information available not alone to Members of Congress, but in the 
ordinary process of congressional procedure to all the people of the 
country. The procedure would be a very great help in the achievement 
of the things some people in Congress want and which many people 
outside Congress want rather desperately. It would create a com- 
munity of interest in economy, first; and second, disclose those areas 
in which it might be possible of accomplishment. 

I have one final word, Mr. Chairman, if you will permit me: I 
have been referring, if you will recall, to the desirability of attempt- 
ing to forecast the cost of new undertakings over a period of years. 

Ve would suggest that there be provision in your bill that the 
new joint committee be permitted complete access to all the data and 
the techniques employed by the Bureau of the Budget or by any other 
agency in making its estimate of costs when reports are made under 
the existing rules of the House and Senate. The bill should require 
this new committee, we think, to evaluate in the light of social and 
economic factors, the cost at the time the legislation is introduced. 
That is the time, it seems to us, when it is most possible to block 
those things which make our great Government always fatter. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very, very glad to have had this opportunity 
to appear before you, and I should like to repeat for the record that 
in doing so I do not desire in any respect to alter the presentation 
made by my distinguished friend from Oklahoma, Mr. Stahl, but 
merely to suggest, out of the experience of a couple of people with 
a good many years of technical experience in the legislative process 
at another level, some possible means by which some fragments of 
the large problem might be solved. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. MacDonald. 
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Senator Dworshak—— 

Senator DworsHak. I have no questions. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. We appreciate very much your evalua- 
tion of this legislation and your recommendation for improvement. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD STAPLES, MISSOURI PUBLIC 
EXPENDITURE SURVEY 


The CuarrMan. Mr. Staples, come forward, please. 

Mr. Stapies. Senator McClellan and members of the committee, 
my name is Edward Staples. I live at 1236 Elmerine Avenue, Jef- 
ferson City, Mo. 

I am executive director of the Missouri Public Expenditure Survey. 

I greatly appreciate this opportunity to appear before the com- 
mittee to express the views of our organization on this important 
legislation. 

As indicated by Mr. Stahl, our organization approves the senti- 
ments expressed by him. We approve these principles because: 

1. We believe that strong fiscal controls are a necessary element in 
maintaining a sound democratic Government. 

2. We i that the almost fantastic growth of Federal expendi- 
tures and services since the cessation of World War II is ample 
evidence that the present controls are inadequate. 

3. We believe that, as a result of the huge expenditures required 
by the present armament program, more adequate controls over Gov- 
ernment spending are needed now as never before in our history. 

4. Our huge national debt, we believe, demands that adequate con- 
gressional controls over Government spending be available in order 
that deficit spending may be avoided to the greatest extent possible. 

5. Then, we have a great fear that unless more adequate congres- 
sional controls over Government spending do become available, our 
system of free enterprise, which is the lifeblood of our democracy and 
our way of life, will be crushed under the pressures of excessive tax- 
ation, deficit spending, and run-away prices. 

6. This is the point I want to emphasize. I noted in his extem- 
poraneous remarks Mr. MacDonald touched on it also: Finally, as an 
organization whose primary functions are informing the public and 
stimulating citizen-interest in economy and efficiency in government, 
we find that, like the Congress, we are greatly handicapped because 
of the absence of sources of complete information concerning public 
spending. We believe that the information which would be available 
if this legislation becomes law would be of incalculable value in de- 
veloping public sentiment in support of Congress in the exercise 
of its constitutional controls over Government spending. In fact, 
it would enable the press and all major agencies which disseminate 
information to give a more complete picture to the public. 

It seems to me that our sentiment for economy could be given 
implementation by having this additional information that could be 
developed from the standpoint of the legislative branch, having 
that in addition to the information we get developed from the stand- 
point of the executive branch. I think it would be very helpful. 

Senator Monroney. Do you think it would be helpful if we could 
ever devise a standard accounting system? In other words, some- 


COD LWA nr" A THArTATN SUMMA CAT Nee UMA; Ore Ee ehUCUll_ eT eee sy\7 





90 CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


thing that everybody would agree on, like a box score. There is no 
disagreement on how a box score is kept on baseball games. 

Every year at the conclusion of the Congress in listing its total ap- 
propriations you have a discrepancy, depending on which party is in 
power, with respect to 2 or 3 billions of dollars, saved or spent. If 
the Republicans are in power, they are charged with spending $3 
billion more than the Democrats spent. Ifthe Democrats are in power, 
they are charged with a like offense. One year they appropriate 
for tax refunds. The next year they decide not to do so. However, 
they give authorization to pay them out and appropriate for them 
later. Should contract authorizations be counted as appropriations 
or not? There should be some firm standard. 

It seems to me the public is bound to be confused, as to the genuine 
fiscal condition of the Government, when we have had no uniform 
bookkeeping, accounting system that everybody would agree on. Con- 
gress should have to toe the mark in living up to some definite ac- 
counting and reporting system on fiscal matters. 

In line with what you said, better information to the public I think 
would result in tremendous steps forward in economy, if you put it 
right out on the table in show-case accounting form so they can see 
it and simplify it. The public are the stockholders in this corpora- 
tion and they could write and let us know which of these items they 
disapprove of. 

Mr. Sraptes. Senator, that is correct, and I have observed the con- 
dition that you mention—different estimates of how much has been 
saved and how much the budget has been reduced. 

It would be very helpful and it seems to me it could be done if some 
way we could get a definition of terms so we would know just. what 
we would count as a reduction; so we would not count just something 
that was going to be a pious hope, that we would determine on some- 
thing, and everybody would agree upon what we would consider a 
reduction and what was not a reduction. 

I think that would be helpful. I don’t know whether it could come 
within the scope of this committee, but possibly it should. 

Senator Monroney. Some years we have the contract authoriza- 
tions in account. Usually the party in the minority will say that they 
are tantamount to ee What I think we need is a na- 
tional campaign to have a real standard accounting system so we 
could get on that basis and stay on it so we won’t be confused back 
and forth by omissions and additions to the budget that actually do 
not reflect a change in the total amount of appropriations. Real econ- 
omy instead of phony economy and real facts instead of fuzzy ones. 

Mr. Srapues. I think such a definition would be very helpful. I 
know it would be helpful in the case of our organization in dealing 
with furnishing of information to the public. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Staples. 


STATEMENT OF BARRY T. MINES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NEW 
HAMPSHIRE TAXPAYERS FEDERATION 


The Cuaiman. Is Mr. Mines present ? 

Mr. Mines. Senator McClellan and members of the committee, I 
have no prepared statement. I thought I was to be here more or less 
to lend moral support to Mr. Stahl. 
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I am Barry T. Mines, executive director of the New Hampshire 
State Taxpayers Federation. 

Our association is one of the members that is quoted in Mr. Stahl’s 
statement. We are, of course, very much perturbed up in New Hamp- 
shire. Weare ina poor State. Weare perturbed about rising prices 
and rising State and National taxes, and we are in favor of anything 
that can be done to cut down the tax burden. 

As I understand it, full information on proposed expenditures of 
Government is not available now, and this proposed legislation will 
prov ide such information. 

New Hampshire being a poor State, we have necessarily a small 
organization. In looking over the budget, I find myself seriously 
handiec upped by not having information that will let me intelligently 
go over each department’ s suggested appropriation. Ihave to de pend 
upon the heads of departme nts. I expect that that is true in Congress. 

We are heartily in favor of this proposed legislation and we are 
heartily in accord with all = a that Mr. Stahl has said. 

That is about all I have to s: 

The Cuarman. Do you awe e any questions, Senator Monroney ? 

Senator Monronry. I have no questions. 

The CrarrmMan. Senator Dworshak. 

Senator Dworsnak. I should like to make the observation that I 
am sure if you would contact the people in your State delegation 
you could get all the information available on the budget and upon 
current appropriation activities. Of course, it is not necessary for 
me to tell you that your senior Senator, who was chairman of the 

Appropri: itions Committee in the Eightieth Congress and the rank- 
ing Republican member of that committee, is one of the outstanding 
advocates of economy. Having served with him on that committee, 
I know that he does a magnificent job. I think the State of New 
Hampshire should be proud of his very vigorous efforts to effect 
greater economy and efficiency in the operation of our Federal 
Government. 

I am sure he would give you all the information you need and work 
in cooperation with your organization at all times. 

Mr. Mines. I am sure he would. 

We feel that all of our representatives are fully in accord with 
all economy measures. 

Mr. Mines. The information I was speaking about which was lack- 
ing was information about our State budget. 

Senator Dworsuax. Your State budget ? 

Mr. Mines. Yes. 

Senator Dworsnak. I thought you were talking about the Federal 
budget. 

Mr. Mines. I was talking about our State budget. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

The next witness scheduled is Mr. L. Owens Rea, executive director, 
Maryland Public Expenditures Council. 
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STATEMENT OF L. OWENS REA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MARYLAND 
PUBLIC EXPENDITURES COUNCIL 


Mr. Rea. Senator, I have nothing further to add to the statements 
already made. 

The Cuamman. Shall we let the record show that you endorse 
what has been said ? 

Mr. Rea. If you will, please. 

The Cuatrman. This concludes the hearing of witnesses who were 
scheduled to testify today. The hearings will be resumed in the 
morning at 10 o'clock. The chairman has to be absent from Wash- 
ington tomorrow, and I have asked Senator Hoey to conduct the 
he: “8 ings tomorrow and to preside. 

I did not want to recess the hearings in view of the fact that some 
witnesses who may appear tomorrow will probably be from out of 
Washington, and this conflict arose unexpectedly, but in any event 
the hearings will be resumed tomorrow at 10 o’clock. 

We want to thank those who appeared this morning. We appreciate 
your testimony, all of you. We are going to give it ‘most careful con 
sideration, and I am sure we are going to » find it very helpful. 


COMMENTS BY UNITED STATES SENATORS 





At this point I would like to insert in the record letters received 
from Senators Hayden, Bridges, Byrd, George, Hunt, and Ecton re- 
garding the pending bill. These letters have been selected because 
they reflect some criticisms or suggestions or special point of view 
which seem to merit reprinting for the benefit of those interested in 
the subject. 

Included is a letter from Senator Hayden, in which he withholds 
any expression of opinion on 8. 913, because Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 5, relative to legislative-budget provisions of the Legislative Re- 
organization Act of 1946, is pending before the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, of which he is chairman. As Senator Hayden’s 
letter points out, this pending resolution is identical with Senate Con 
current Resolution 38, intreduced during the Eighty-first Congress. 
upon which the Committee on Rules and Administration reported 
favorably. Senator Hayden, however, submitted a minority report 
opposing this action because he felt that S. 2898, which closely resem 
bles S. 913, was a more practical method of providing Congress with 
the information it needs each year in considering the annu: al budget. 
At the end of Senator Hayden’s recent letter, I am therefore reprint 
ing his minority views on Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 as they 
appear in Senate Report 1487, dated April 14, 1950, by the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

The Chair also wishes to announce that he has received a number of 
letters and statements from organizations and persons interested in 
this legislation who will not be able to be present and testify. I have 
quite a number, and will also submit a list of them. With the ap 
proval of the committee I should like to have them inserted in the 
record after I have examined them and ascertained those that I think 
are pertinent and desir: able for the record. 

The record may show that they are placed in there by consent of 
the committee. ' 
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(The documents referred to follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION, 
May 2, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I appreciated having your letter of April 21, 
1951, asking for the benefit of my views on the measure 8. 913, entitled “A bill to 
provide for more effective evaluation of the fiscal requirements of the executive 
agencies of the Government of the United States.” 

You will reeall, of course, that this committee reported to the Senate during 
the Highty-first Congress the resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolution 38, en- 
titled “Concurrent resolution to amend section 138 of the Legislative Reorganiza 
tion Act of 1946, relating to the legislative budget,” introduced by Senator 
Wherry and others. At that time I had a study prepared by my staff which 
went into the background of this resolution and afterward offered certain 
minority views to it which, I am sure, you have in your files. 

There is now pending before this committee Senate Concurrent Resolution 5, 
also submitted by Senator Wherry, which is identical to his resolution of the 
EKighty-first Congress. ‘This concurrent resolution has been referred to our Sub 
committee on Rules, comprised of Senators Monroney, Wherry, and myself as 
chairman. That subcommittee has not vet met on such resolution and until it 
does, therefore, I feel that my obligations to the subcommittee are such that I 
must forego, at the moment, any statement of views on the whole subject of 
section 138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act. 

You may be assured that I appreciated your offer to appear and make known 
my thoughts on the matter. 

With cordial good wishes, I am 

Yours very sincerely, 
CarRL HAYDEN, Chairman. 


Mr. HAYDEN SUBMITTED THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUAL ViPws (ON S. Con. RBs. 38, 
Sist Conc., APRIL 14, 1950, S. Rept. 1487) 


An examination of Senate Concurrent Resolution 38, as reported by the Senate 
Committee on Rules and Administration, shows that except in a few particulars it 
is a replica of section 138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act, which it seeks 
to amend, as is indicated by the following comparison : 

1. Senate Concurrent Resolution 3S sets up a joint committee consisting of 
20 members of the Finance, Ways and Means, and the Senate nnd House Appro 
priations Committees. 

Section 138 similarly provides for a joint committee drawn from the same 
standing committees except that the number of members may be as large as 104 

2. Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 provides that a legislative budget for the 
ensuing fiscal year shall be reported by February 15. 

Section 138 makes the same provision for the same date. 

3. Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 requires that the legislative budget shall 
recommend the maximum amount to be appropriated for expenditures in sueh 
year and also the amount to be reserved for deficiencies. 

Section 188 makes the same provision. 

4. Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 provides that the joint c 
recommend an increase or a decrease in the public debt. 

Section 138 makes the same provision. 

5. Senate Concurrent Resolution 3S provides that the joint committee may 
recommend an increase or decrease in the public revenues. 

Section 188 makes no such provision. 

6. Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 sets up a staff for the joint committee. 

Section 138 makes no such provision. 

As is well known, section 138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
has been of no practical value in actual practice. 

In the first session of the Eightieth Congress (1947), House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 20, setting up a legislative budget, failed in conference because of a dis- 
agreement between the Senate and the House of Representatives as to the total 
amount to be appropriated. Senate Concurrent Resolution 42 was adopted in the 
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second session of the Eightieth Congress (1948) but was no real effect or guidance 
to Congress. The following comments were made in the House of Representa- 
tives on February 27, 1948, when Senate Concurrent Resolution 42 was under 
consideration : 

Mr. Brown of Ohio: “In my opinion this provision (sec. 138) of the Reorganiza- 
tion Act is not of any great value * * *. Certainly we cannot fix this early 
in any congressional session, with any accuracy, just what the spending require- 
ments will be in the year which starts next July 1. If we wait until later, until 
the Appropriation Committees of the House and Senate have an opportunity 
to hear testimony as to the needs for appropriations and to reach some definite 
decision and conclusion, then there will be no necessity of fixing a ceil- 
ing cS ca oo” 

Mr. Taber of New York: “Frankly, it is almost impossible for anybody to take 
the figures which are herewith submitted or which may result from the considera- 
tion of this resolution and arrive at any conclusion which will join with the ap- 
propriations that so far have been made and which will be made. However, the 
statute requires that this (passage of a concurrent resolution) be done, and I see 
nothing to do but put the resolution through * * *.” 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri: “Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the objective 
sought in this provision of the Reorganization Act * * *. The only difficulty 
is that the method prescribed is not practical. It is not workable * * *. In 
two brief sessions of the joint committee it was agreed by every Member of both 
the House and Senate delegation that the law should be amended or repealed, 
preferably repealed * * *,” 

No concurrent resolution complying with section 138 was introduced in the 
first session of the Eighty-first Congress (1949), but, in April of that year, Sena- 
tor McKellar introduced Senate Concurrent Resolution 33, which, as reported 
by the Senate Committee on Rules and Administration would repeal the section. 
This concurrent resolution is still on the Senate Calendar, and Congress has not 
seen fit to comply with section 138 so far in the present session. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 and section 138 are so similar that the con- 
current resolution possesses all the faults, administrative as well as historical, 
of the now discredited section 138. The concurrent resolution even keeps the 
early and impracticable date of February 15. 

Section 188 provided that the joint committee should do nothing more than 
attempt to assess expenditures, and use them as a guide rule for an increase or 
decrease of the public debt. But Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 imposes the 
additional task on the same committee to make an estimate and report recom- 
mendations on ways of increasing or decreasing the public revenues. Thus 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 takes the joint committee into as detailed and 
as difficult a field of Government activity as exists. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 assumes that a sharp line can be drawn on 
any given date between appropriations and revenues. It assumes that subtotals, 
monthly or weekly, can always be had, and easily obtained, in respect to Gov- 
ernment income and outgo. To the contrary, consideration of expenditures is a 
year-round problem of the Bureau of the Budget. The ebb and flow of tax col- 
lections is a daily concern of the Treasury. The Bureau of the Budget begins 
its studies on appropriations as early as March of each year, and continues 
those studies through October, putting aside November and December for reviews. 
That Bureau employs 518 persons. Yet with all its employees, the Bureau can 
only approximate within hundreds of millions of dollars what the actual expendi- 
tures out of a $40,000,000,000 budget will aggregate. 

Until Congress, or at least the House Committee on Appropriations, has heard 
all the witneses, and acted en appropriation estimates and requests, it would 
appear to be almost imposible to determine what the expenditures will be for 
any ensuing fiscal year. To suppose that a small-staffed joint committee set up 
under this concurrent resolution could do anything even comparable to what the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Treasury, and the Appropriations Committees do is 
expecting a great deal to result from the adoption of such a concurrent resolution. 

The first attempt of Congress to fix a legislative budget in the HRightieth Con- 
gress ended in wrangling. A round, arbitrary figure was reported as the amount 
of expenditures proposed for the next fiscal year in order to comply with sec- 
tion 138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act. Immediately, the joint com- 
mittee was called upon to detail the method and manner by which it has arrived 
at this arbitrary figure. It could not do so. And the result will be the same if 
the proposed joint committee under this concurrent resolution makes the same 
attempt. 
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To be of any use to Congress this joint committee must stand on its own feet 
and do its own work. It cannot take figures from Treasury reports or out of 
the Budget without investigation. It cannot make percentage cuts or increases 
in those figures without explanation. Its recommendations must come out in 
detail. Hence, in every instance, the joint committee will have to make a de 
tailed defense of its findings and its general recommendations. If the one at- 
tempt to do this—in the Eightieth Congress—ended in failure and confusion, 
it is reasonable to suppose that any future attempts by a similarly constituted 
joint committee will have the same end result. 


THE M’CLELLAN BILL A MORE PRACTICAL APPROACH 


In my opinion, the McClellan bill, S. 2898, which would amend section 138 of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act to provide for more effective evaluation of 
the fiscal requirements of the Government, proposes a much more practical 
means for acquiring information needed by Congress in considering the Federal 
budget as submitted each year. The McClellan bill would create a Joint Com- 
mittee on the Budget consisting of only 10 members, 5 each from the Senate 
and the House Committees on Appropriations, instead of 20 members from the 
four committees named in Senate Concurrent Resolution 38. This would be 
a much less cumbersome working group, and its staff could be used to assist 
the Committee on Appropriations of either House, their subcommittees or their 
staffs, during the consideration of any appropriation measure. 

There is no necessity for including members of the Committee on Finance or 
on Ways and Means in the joint committee as proposed by Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 38, since those two committees are now and have been for the past 
24 years effectively coordinating information upon which to base their decisions 
through the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation which consists of 
10 members, 5 from each committee. The Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation now has a competent and efficient staff of 27 persons and there is no 
necessity for creating an additional staff, as proposed by Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 38, to engage in the same line of activity. 

The McClellan bill might well be amended to require the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation to submit to both Houses of Congress periodical 
estimates of the probable revenues of the Government which should be helpful 
to the proposed Joint Committee on the Budget in its recommendations as to 
the volume of expenditures which may properly be justified in an effort to main- 
tain a balanced budget. To go beyond that would be mere duplication of effort. 

Consideration of Senate Concurrent Resolution 38, in any event, ought to be 
left until the Senate has had an opportunity to pass upon H. R. 7786, the omnibus 
appropriation bill now pending in the House of Representatives. This consolida- 
tion of appropriations will have the effect of focussing public attention upon 
the proposed expenditures of the Government for 1951. Here will be gathered 
most of the important amounts to be disbursed by the Government. The grand 
total of this bill, together with the fixed and other charges in the Federal budget, 
can be easily compared to expected tax receipts and other revenues for the com- 
ing fiscal year in a way not presented to Congress in the past. Certainly no 
action should be taken by the Senate on Senate Concurrent Resolution 38 until 
after the omnibus appropriation bill has passed both Houses of Congress. 


CARL HAYDEN, 
United States Senator from Arizona. 


UnItTep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


May 2, 1951. 
Hon. Jonn L. MCCLELLAN, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR McCrLetiaN: In response to your recent letter in connection 
with S. 918, providing for a Joint Congressional Committee on the Budget, I 
would say that I believe that the general idea for this committee is sound. 
Specifically, I would like to suggest that a proper amendment be incorporated to 
provide that certain members of the professional staff of the committee be 
appointed by and responsible to the minority members of this committee. 
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I realize that as the bill is written it provides for a nonpartisan staff, and I 
believe that the professional staff members should not be primarily concerned 
with political alinement; however, I think both you and I have had sufficient 
experience with committee work here in the Senate so that we can appreciate 
the desirability of having professional staff members who are accountable to 
the minority, no matter which party may represent the minority. 

Other than this observation, I have no specific comments to offer with regard 
to the language of the bill at this time. 

Sincerely yours, i 
SryLes BRIDGES. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
April 2, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. MoCLELLAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Jonn: Thank you very much for sending me a copy of your bill 8S. 913 
to establish a joint committee on the budget. 

As you know, I believe there is much merit in the idea, but you may want to 
consider two points which always have occurred to me in connection with such 
proposals as have been made in the past. 

The first point is that I have always been afraid the staff of such a committee 
might develop into a duplicated Bureau of the Budget in Congress. 

The second point is that we too frequently overlook the fact that there are two 
sides to the budget, the spending side and the taxing side. It seems to me that if 
the idea were carried to its logical conclusion the two sides should be coordinated, 
thus requiring representatives on the joint committee from the Ways and Means 
and the Finance Committees. As we found out during the legislative-budget 
trial, such a committee becomes too large to be useful. 

You will understand I offer this comment in a constructive spirit, and I hope 
you will accept it in the manner in which it is offered. 

With my very best personal wishes and highest regards, 

Faithfully, 
Harry F. Byrrp, United States Senator. 


UNITep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
April 28, 1951. 
Hon. JOHN L, McCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear JonN: Thank you for your letter of April 23 with enclosures relating to 
bill S. 913. 


I do not know that I can attend any of the hearings upon this bill, but I suggest 
that you give some consideration to bringing the Finance Committee and the : 
Ways and Means Committee into the picture even as ex officio members. j 

Cordially yours, 3 
WaALTerR F. GreorGe, United States Senator. j 
5 





ween. 


UNITep STaTes SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1951. i 
Hon. JonHNn J. McCLeLian, : 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of April 
23 together with the attached bill, S. 913. To conserve the time of the commit- 
tee as well as my own, may I express through this medium my approval of the 
bill and the hope that the committee will report. it favorably. 

The passage of S. 913 is desirable, for under its provisions the legislative 
branch of the Government will have the benefit of the original requests made by 
the various departments as well as the benefit of the continuing study of expendi- 
tures of all governmental functions. 

Yours very truly, : 
Lester C. Hunt, United States Senatar. : 








Hon. 


Di 
ruar 
in th 

Th 
imm 
two 
budg 
opin 

Ay 
iner 
ishit 
pen 

Ye 
in tl 
tion: 
pete! 
have 
unger 

| 
glad 

T) 
mak 
at tl 

DA 
inde 
Equi 
pers 
to de 

TI 
expe 
ism 

TI 


( 


fe 
the 
zat) 
last 


7 
2. ] 


] 

»~ J 
6. ] 
{ 

( 


— 
bo 
diel 5 ee 





is 


et 


pe 


to 


st 
he 


ril 
\it- 
the 


ive 


by 
di- 





8 CSN 





; 
‘ 
: 
. 


Re ets 


CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 97 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McCLeELLAN: Thank you for the courtesy of your letter of Feb- 
ruary 26 and accompanying copy of 8S. 913, as well as copy of your speech made 
in the Senate February 19, 1951. 

The impelling need for economy in Federal expenditures is both critical and 
immediate. Without political prejudice, one is compelled to admit that only 
two out of the past 20 years has consideration been given to balancing the 
budget. Even during those 2 years reductions made were inadequate in my 
opinion. 

Appropriation requests of Federal agencies and departments progressively 
increase. Deficit financing continues while taxes approach the point of dimin- 
ishing returns. It is imperative that Congress heed the danger signals of im- 
pending disaster and bankruptcy which confront this Nation. 

You very eloquently point out in your address that there never was a time 
in the history of our Republic when Congress should exercise its full constitu- 
tional powers over the purse of this Nation like the present. In order to com- 
petently perform such duties, it is necessary that the appropriating committee 
have a staff to match in quality and resources the staffs available to the spending 
agencies which make the requests for appropriations. 

I believe your bill is a step in the right direction and, therefore, I will be 
glad to support it. 

The prime importance of a competent and select staff would be its ability to 
make independent investigations of each and every department of Government 
at the direction of the committee. 

Every precaution should be taken to guarantee that such a staff make findings 
independently of the Budget Bureau and not become a duplicating agency. 
Equally important, in order to insure public confidence, the appointment of 
personnel must be made on a nonpolitical basis. I believe you have attempted 
to do this in your bill. 

The time has arrived when a concerted effort must be made to cut unnecessary 
expenditures in every department of Government; and, believing your proposal 
is meritorious, I heartily endorse your effort. 

Thanking you and with kind regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
ZALES N. Ecton, United States Senator. 





COMMENTS BY PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES, AND INDIVIDUALS 


(The following more important letters on S. 913 to be inserted in 
the record were submitted to the committee by the following organi- 
zations or individuals (in a few cases the letters relate to S. 2898, 
last year’s similar bill) :) 

. M. 8S. Eccles, member, Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System. 
2. Lindsay C. Warren, Comptroller General of the United States. 
3. John L. Thurston, Acting Federal Security Administrator, 

. Daniel K. Edwards, Assistant Secretary of Defense. 


5. Peyton Ford, Deputy Attorney General. 

6. Edwin G. Nourse, former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers. 

7. Clarence R. Miles, Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America. 
8. G. G. Tegnell, director, Research Department, Chamber of Commerce of the 


State of New York. 
9. Marion B. Folsom, chairman, research and policy committee, Committee for 
Economic Development. 
10. Morton Bodfish, chairman, executive committee, Savings and Loan League. 
11. Lewis Meriam, vice president, the Brookings Institution. 
12. Robert M. Goodrich, executive director, Rhode Island Public Expenditure 
Council. 
Herbert Emmerich, president, Public Administration Clearing House, Chi- 
cago, Ill. 


—_ 


> 
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14. Prof. Joseph P. Harris, Department of Political Science, University of 
California. 

15. Prof. James K. Pollock, chairman, Department of Political Science, Univer- 
sity of Michigan. 

16. John D. Millett, executive director, Commission on Financing Higher Edu- 
cation. 


BoarD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 
Washington, March 8, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: This will acknowledge your letter of February 22, 
1951, with which was attached your bill 8. 918 which would amend the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for the more effective evaluation of the 
fiscal requirements of the executive agencies of the Government. As you have 
indicated, 8S. 913 is similar in every substantial respect to S. 2898 introduced 
in the Highty-first Congress. 

You may recall that at your request I submitted my views on S. 2898 by letter 
dated February 15, 1951, copies of which I am enclosing for your ready reference. 
My views with reference to S. 913 are generally similar to those which I ex- 
pressed with reference to 8. 2898. I feel that some legislation of this kind is 
needed and that you are to be commended for your constructive efforts in this 
direction. The bill provides for an organization and adequate procedures which 
should enable the Congress to secure information essential to proper considera- 
tion of the complex problems involved in the appropriation requests of the 
various executive agencies. 

If I can be of any further assistance to you in connection with this matter, 
please let me know. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 


M. S. Ecctes. 





BoaRp oF GOVERNORS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 
Washington, February 15, 1950. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLELLAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I am sorry that I have not had an earlier oppor- 
tunity to reply to your letter of January 25, 1950, asking for any views I might 
have regarding the bill S. 2898, which you recently introduced in the Senate. 
I have given considerable thought to the provisions of your bill and have dis- 
cussed it with some of the members of our staff here. 

I note that the bill provides for a joint committee of 10 members—5 from 
each of the Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate. This com- 
mittee would be required to keep itself informed of all matters relating to the 
annual budget of Government agencies, to provide the Appropriations Committees 
of the House and Senate with information and justifications concerning budgets 
of the various Government agencies, to consider all available information relat- 
ing to estimated revenues, essential programs, and changing economic conditions, 
and to report to the Appropriations Committees findings relating to adjustments 
or revisions in appropriations as may be required to balance the budget, and to 
recommend changes in the law to effect greater efficiency and economy in gov- 
ernment. Each agency of the Government would be required to supply the 
joint committee with duplicate copies of budgetary requests submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget with the detailed justifications in support thereof. Also 
the bill provides that employees of the joint committee, upon the written author- 
ity of the chairman or vice chairman, would have the right to examine all the 
records, except those classified for security purposes, of any agency of the 
Government. 

As you may well understand, I am not sufficiently close to the budgetary or 
appropriation procedures in the Congress to discuss all the points covered in 
your bill, but I have long felt that some changes of a constiuctive character in 
budget procedure have been needed. The Congress, of course, has the primary 
responsibility for making funds available for the operations of the Government 
and in the exercise of this responsibility, the Congress should through appropriate 
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committees have the benefit of all necessary information relative to the opera- 
tions of the Government. 

I think the basic idea of your bill is sound in that it contemplates a small, 
working—or as you refer to it, service—committee to be so staffed and to be 
provided with such information as will enable it to function continuously and 
to supply information to the Appropriations Committees which will give such 
committees a more comprehensive and detailed understanding of the budgetary 
requirements of Government agencies. With the present huge size of the Federal 
budget, I hardly see how the members of the Appropriations Committees, without 
some arrangement such as is proposed in your bill, can adequately carry out 
their responsibilities and perform the functions which the public looks to them 
to perform in passing upon the necessity for appropriations of the tremendous 
volume of funds involved in the operation of our Government. The mechanism 
which is proposed by the bill seems to me to be one which is well adapted for 
this purpose. 

The establishment of such a joint committee to consider appropriations should 
result in the elimination of much duplication of work and at the same time 
permit a more careful basic study by the Congress of appropriation requests. 
The existing Appropriations Committees would doubtless in many instances be 
able to accept the studies and conclusions of the joint committee without the 
necessity for going into the details of all such matters themselves. This would 
save much time and effort on the part of the members of the Appropriations Com- 
mittees and there is every reason to believe that the results obtained would be as 
good or better than under present procedures. 

I am impressed with the fact that the proposed joint committee will have a 
great volume of work, if it is to be able to perform the funciions which are con- 
templated for it. Accordingly, it seems to me that the work of the joint com- 
mittee can be effective only if it has an adequate and competent staff large enough 
to analyze and study the various detailed items of the budget, to inform the com- 
mittee thereon and to perform the numerous other functions necessary for it to 
do a good job. 

Since you ask my frank opinion upon the proposed legislation, I would like to 
comment specifically upon one or two of the detailed provisions of the bill. I note 
that each agency of the Government would be required to supply the proposed 
joint committee with duplicate copies of budgetary requests and of the detailed 
justifications in support thereof which it submits to the Bureau of the Budget. 
It seems to me that it is very desirable to have a provision of this kind, in order 
that the Appropriations Committees may have the benefit of the judgment of the 
particular agencies as to what expenditures they feel are necessary and as to 
why such expenditures are needed. I think it would be well to make certain 
that the information furnished to the joint committee by the agencies is so 
related to the final budget as submitted to the Congress by the President that 
each item of the final budget can be identified with the particular agency request 
upon which the item was based. Only in this way will the joint committee have 
adequate information and he able readily to determine what changes were made 
in the particular request in the course of the Budget Bureau's consideration of 
the matter. 

I have noted the provision of the bill which states that properly authorized 
employees of the joint committee shall have the right to examine the books, 
documents, and records of any agency of the Government, except records classified 
for security purposes. This provision appears to be more comprehensive than 
authority which is ordinarily given to other committees of Congress, and it may 
well be that it is not essential to the general purposes of the bill. Since many 
documents and records in the executive agencies are, of course, not related to 
budgetary matters, it is possible that this provision might be looked upon as 
permitting what are sometimes referred to as fishing expeditions, and it might 
well tend to create controversy in actual operation. If any such provision is to 
be included in the bill, consideration might be given to limiting the authority of 
the employees of the committee to examining records which are directly related 
to the determination of budget requirements. 

One final basic comment. As one who has long urged the importance of fiscal 
policy as a means of helping to achieve economic stability, I would hope that 
the Congress and the proposed joint committee would not be satisfied with a 
mere balanced budget at times when capacity production and employment are 
being maintained and there is upward pressure on prices or an overexpansion 
of private credit not necessarily reflected in prices. At such times there should 
be an appropriate cash surplus. 
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In conclusion may I commend you for initiating and supporting a constructive 
measure of this kind, which has as its purpose a method of bringing about gn 
adequate check by the legislative branch upon expenditures proposed by the 
executive branch. 

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the bill and if at any time I can 
be of any assistance to you or to the committee, do not hesitate to call upon me. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 


(Signed) M. §S. Eccles. 
M. 8S. Ecc.es. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 29, 1951. 
Hon. JoHnw L. McCLerian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate. 


My Deak MR, CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of February 22, 1951, 
requesting my views and recommendations on S. 913, Eighty-second Congress, 
which would amend the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for more 
effective evaluation of the fiscal requirements of the Executive agencies of the 
Government. 

S. 915 would establish in the Congress a Joint Committee on the Budget com- 
posed of 10 members—5 members of the Committee on Appropriations, House of 
Representatives, and 5 members of the Committee on Appropriations, United 
States Senate. The duties of the joint committee would be to inform itself on 
matters relating to the annual budget of the agencies of the Government during 
and after the preparation thereof; to provide the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and of the Senate such information on items in 
the annual budget as may be necessary to enable those committees to give adequate 
consideration to the budget; to consider all available information relating to 
estimated revenues (including revenue estimates of the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation), essential programs, and changing economic condi- 
tions, and on the basis thereof report to the Appropriations Committees findings 
relating to revisions in appropriations required to hold expenditures to a minimum 
consistent with the requirements of Government operations and national security. 

In addition the joint committee would have the duty of recommending to 
appropriate standing committees of the House of Representatives and of the 
Senate such changes in existing law as may bring about greater economy and 
efficiency in the Government. Also, the joint committee would make such reports 
and recommendations to any standing committee of either House of Congress, or 
any subcommittee thereof, on matters relating to deviations from basic legislative 
authorization, or in relation to appropriations approved by Congress which are 
not consistent with such basic legislative authorization, as may be deemed 
necessary or advisable by the joint committee, or as may be requested by any 
standing committee or subcommittee thereof. 

The Congress itself is in the best position to decide whether or not there is a 
need for a Joint Committee on the Budget such as is proposed in the bill under 
consideraiton. It is recognized that some of the work to be performed by such 
a committee would parallel the work presently being done by the Appropriatons 
Committees, as well as some of the work being done by the Bureau of the Budget. 
On the other hand, the proposed committee would provide a medium for bringing 
together for the Congress the results of the work performed throughout the 
Government on budget and other financial matters, and for an independent 
examination and appraisal of such results by a joint committee of the Congress, 
as well as additional means of developing information for the Appropriations 
Committees on specific items in the budget. 

In connection with the duties of the proposed joint committee as set forth in 
section 138 (e) (2) relating to recommendations for such changes in existing 
law as may effect greater efficiency and economy in Government, I am sure you 
are familiar with section 206 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 
Section 206 authorizes and directs the Comptroller General to make an expendi- 
ture analysis of each agency in the executive branch of the Government (includ- 
ing Government corporations) which, in the opinion of the Comptroller General, 
will enable Congress to determine whether public funds have been economically 
and efficiently administered and expended. 
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Up to the present time, the Congress has not appropriated the funds necessary 
to fully carry out section 206, it having been stated on the floor of the House by 
the member of the House Appropriations Committee in charge of the bill carrying 
funds for the General Accounting Office, during consideration of the bill on 
June 17, 1947, that with the assistance being furnished by the General Accounting 
Office in its regular reports and otherwise to Congress and to its committees and 
with the additional help available in the augmented committee staffs, no addi- 
tional appropriations to carry out the duties under section 206 could then be 
justified. It was further stated, however, that if such expenditure analyses were 
to be made on such a scale by a permanent staff it should be done by the General 
Accounting Office (93 Cong. Ree. 7175). 

In view of this situation, the General Accounting Office has not set up any 
special activity to carry out the duties set forth in section 206 in the manner 
contemplated by the act. However, in connection with the examination of ex- 
penditures, the General Accounting Office frequently comes across situations 
which indicate wasteful and extravagant practices in government. When these 
cases are uncovered, the facts are reported to the heads of the agencies involved 
for corrective action, or to the Congress or its committees if deemed of sufficient 
importance to merit such action. 

I am not suggesting that any and all inquiries concerning economy and effi- 
ciency in government should be made by the General Accounting Office, rather 
than by the proposed Joint Committee on the Budget, but I do believe that the 
General Accounting Office, through its intimate knowledge of the operations of 
many agencies and through the widespread activities of its investigators, account 
ants, and auditors, can be of valuable assistance to the joint committee. You may 
be assured that if such a joint committee is established, the General Accounting 
Office will render all assistance possible to the committee within the limits of 
available personnel to do the job. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
Enclosures 
3 ¢/C 


FEDERAL SecuRITY AGENCY, 
Washington, D. C., May 10, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHATRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of February 
22, 1951, for a report on 8S. 913, a bill “To amend the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 to provide for more effective evaluation of the fiscal requirements of 
the executive agencies of the Government of the United States.” 

The bill would substitute for the present text of section 138 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, relating to a legisiative budget, a sec 
tion—in effect a joint rule—creating a permanent joint committee of the two 
Houses to be known as the Joint Committee on the Budget and to consist of five 
members from each of the two Committees on Appropriations. The joint com- 
mittee would have the duty to (1) inform itself on all matters relating to the 
annual budget of executive agencies during and after the preparation thereof; 
(2) provide the Appropriations Conimittees with necessary information on budget 
items and justifications therefor; (5) on the basis of all available information 
relating to estimated revenues, essential programs, and changing economic con- 
ditions, report to such committees its findings as to revisions in appropriations 
required to hold expenditures to the minimum consistent with the requirements 
of Government operations and national security; (4) recommend to the appro- 
priate standing committees of both Houses “such changes in existing laws as ma) 
effect greater efficiency and economy in Government”; and (5) make such reports 
and recommendations to standing committees “relating to deviations from basic 
legislative authorization, or in relation to appropriations approved by Congress 
which are not consistent with such basic legislative authorization,’ as may be 
deemed necessary or advisable by the joint committee or requested by any stand- 
ing committee or subcommittee of either House. 

The committee would have a regular professional, technical, and clerical staff 
and have the usual power to hold hearings and compel the production of evidence 
and attendance of witnesses, and its authorized employees would have the right 
to examine records, estimates, etc., of any Government agency. 
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Under the proposed legislation, it would, upon request of the joint committee 
or of a subcommittee thereof, be the duty of each Government agency to supply 
to the joint committee copies of any budgetary request submitted to the Burean 
of the Budget for regular or supplemental appropriations required for each fiscal 
year, with the detailed justifications in support thereof. 

Members of the staff of the joint committee would be authorized to attend hear- 
ings of the Bureau of the Budget at which representatives of agencies justify 
their budget requests, and members of the Budget Bureau’s staff would, at the 
request of the Appropriations Committee of either House or of a subcommittee 
thereof, be assigned to appear at executive subcommittee sessions and explain 
proposed appropriations. 

We assume, of course, that our comments are desired, not on those aspects 
of the bill which involve basic questions as to internal organization of the Con- 
gress and the allocation of jurisdiction and authority between congressional 
committees—these being matters within the sole prerogative of the Congress 
nor on the provisions of the bill concerning the relationship between the joint 
committee and Appropriations Committees on the one hand and the Bureau of 
the Budget on the other, but rather on the impact of this proposal on the work of 
administrative agencies and particularly this agency. 

Without question, the Congress and its appropriate committees should and 
niust have the wholehearted cooperation of executive agencies so that the Con- 
zress may inform itself fully for the purpose of passing upon requests for appro- 
priations and ascertaining the uses to which public funds are put. You are, 
of course, familiar with the great amount of time, effort, and expense devoted by 
executive agencies in extending such cooperation. Anything that would facili- 
tate this process, while at the same time reducing duplication of work and docu- 
mentation and expediting committee consideration, would be in the interest of 
efficiency and economy and, from our viewpoint, would free more of the time of 
Agency staff for the substantive work of the programs which we are required to 
administer. For example, joint consideration of appropriation items by the two 
Appropriations Committees, whether through joint working parties or subcom- 
mittees or through a formal joint committee, might be a long and helpful step 
in this direction. 

As the bill (S. 913) is written, I fear that it may add to rather than lighten 
the burden which now rests on executive agencies. I would stress that the 
matter of duplication in any form be eliminated wherever possible and that the 
language of the bill make it definitely clear that the provisions of the bill are 
not designed to complicate or lengthen the process of securing funds. 

1. The Appropriations Committees at present are furnished rather complete 
statements regarding the activities of all Federal agencies, and any request for 
additional information submitted by the chairman of the committee, members 
of the committee, or the clerk of the committee is honored. 

2. In connection with the proposal that the joint committee recommend to ap- 

propriate standing committees of the House and Senate such changes in existing 
law as may effect greater efficiency and economy in Government, it would seem 
that this function is already exercised by your committee and by the House 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, both, of which are 
charged by the Legislative Reorganization Act with studying the operation of 
yovernment activities at all levels with a view to determining its economy and 
efficiency. While this Agency is not concerned with the question of conflicting 
jurisdiction as such, it is, of course, concerned with overlapping or duplicate 
requests for information which might follow the enactment of this provision of 
the bill. 

3. In view of the fact that the hearings before the Appropriations Committees 
are rather extensive and that these committees have authority to call any wit- 
nesses whom they desire, hearings which the new committee might hold would 
probably to a considerable extent duplicate those now held by the Appropriations 
Committees. Certainly, any additional hearings on budget material would 
place an added burden on the budget staffs and principal officials of all agencies 
of the Government. Furthermore, I feel that surveys and analyses of agency 
operations by the joint committee staff would probably also duplicate the work 
of both the present staff of the Appropriations Committees and of the General 
Accounting Office which considers itself a legislative agency. As you know, all 
hooks and documentary material within the agencies are at all times available 
not only to the committees but also to the General Accounting Office and are con- 
sidered by that Office in surveys made by it. Hence, if the joint committee is 
to be given staff and functions as provided in this bill, it is hoped that considera- 
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tion will be given to the adoption of special safeguards to avoid unnecessary 
duplication, perhaps by a system which would assure that appropriations are 
considered by the same members and staff of the Appropriations Committees 
as hold hearings and consider and handle material before the joint committee 
on matters involving the same executive agencies and functions. 

4, As already noted, the bill would require all agencies of the Government, 
upon request of the joint committee or any subcommittee thereof, to supply the 
joint committee with copies of budgetary requests submitted to the Bureau of 
the Budget either for regular or supplementary estimates, and with the detailed 
justifications in support of such estimates. At present, when the Appropriations 
Committees request it after submission of the President’s budget, they are fur- 
nished with the amounts of money which the agency originally requested of the 
Bureau of the Budget or other relevant information. (Agencies are, of course, 
not in a position to indicate the reasons for adjustments made by the Bureau of 
the Budget.) If the joint committee envisoned by the bill should be established, 
we would, of course, comply with similar requests on its part. It would, of 
course, be helpful if information furnished to the joint committee could be used 
as a basis for the work of both Appropriations Committees. 

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to the committee but that that Bureau, in response to 
the committee’s request, has made a report setting forth the President’s opposi- 
tion to the enactment of certain sections of 8. 913. 

Sincerely yours, 

Joun L. THurston, 
Acting Administrator 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. McCLe.uan, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Brecutive Departments, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 


Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to S. 913, a 
bill to amend the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for more 
effective evaluation of the fiscal requirements of the executive agencies of the 
Government of the United States. 

$. 913 is similar to S. 2898, Eighty-first Congress. The Department of Defense 
in a letter to you dated July 21, 1950, expressed opposition to S. 2898. This 
Department is opposed to the enactment of S. 913 for the same reasons which 
were expressed in our report on the earlier bill and which are discussed below. 

This bill would amend section 138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946, as amended, by establishing, in lieu of the present requirement for the 
setting up of a legislative budget ceiling each year by concurrent resolution, a 
permanent Joint Committee on the Budget. That joint committee, which would 
be composed of five members from the Appropriations Committees of each House 
of Congress, would inform itself on all matters pertaining to the annual budget 
of Government agencies and estimated revenues, essential programs, and eco- 
nomic conditions. The joint committee would provide information to the Appro- 
priations Committees of both Houses and make recommendations as to revisions 
in appropriations and changes in existing law, and report as to deviations from 
basie legislative authority. The proposed legislation would require that dupli- 
cate copies of all budgetary requests be submitted to the joint committee upon 
its request at the same time as such budgetary requests are submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget. The joint committee would be empowered to hold 
hearings and examine records of Government agencies. Also, a provision not 
contained in the Eighty-first Congress proposal would require the assignment, 
upon the request of the Appropriations Committee of either House or any sub- 
committee thereof, of members of the staff of the Bureau of the Budget to attend 
the executive sessions of such subcommittees and explain the content and basis 
of proposed appropriations. 

The purpose of this proposed legislation, as of S. 2898, Eighty-first Congress, is 
apparently to establish a method by which the Congress can inquire into budget- 
ary requirements and probable revenues of the Government and thus be enabled 
to make a detailed analvsis and review of budgetary requests and to set a realistic 
legislative budget ceiling. 
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The President, in fulfilling his responsibilities as head of the executive branch 
of the Government, reviews departmental budget estimates in determining what 
functions should be carried out and their relative importance in relation to the 
entire program within the executive branch. Based upon this review, the Presi- 
dent makes recommendations to the Congress as to what the budget require- 
ments will be for the executive branch for the next fiseal year. 

Subsection (j) of this proposed legislation, requiring submission to the joint 
committee of duplicate copies of all budgetary requests submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget and authorizing the attendance of members of the committee staff 
at hearings of the Bureau of the Budget at which representatives of agencies 
justify their budgetary requests, would seem to defeat the purpose of this inter- 
communication between agencies within the executive branch without notifica- 
tion to the Congress. This would preclude the Bureau of the Budget’s oppor- 
tunity to review and readjust budget requests in accordance with the President's 
responsibilities to make such review and readjustments before submission of the 
budget to the Congress. In addition, this procedure might encourage informal 
submission of departmental budgets to the Bureau of the Budget at an earlier 
date, thus making the budget-estimating tasks of the departments even more 
difficult because of the need for projecting estimates over a greater period of time. 

In those cases where the joint committee and the Bureau of the Budget would 
hold hearings concurrently, the executive departments would be confronted with 
two extremely complicated administrative problems. The requirement of pre- 
senting testimony, justifications, statistical compilations, and other budgetary 
data to both agencies simultaneously would place a heavy workload on the 
budget unit of the departments. In addition, any revisions in the budget sug 
gested by the Bureau of the Budget would have to be accounted for to the joint 
committee and appropriate corrections made subsequent to the Bureau of the 
Budget’s review of the Department’s budget program. 

The fiscal effects of this bill cannot be estimated; however, it appears that 
there would be a substantial increase in the cost of preparing the departmental 
budgets. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
DANIEL K, Epwarps. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, May 15, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice concerning the bill (S. 913) to amend the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for more effective evaluation of the fiscal 
requirements of the executive agencies of the Government of the United States. 

The bill would amend section 138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
so as to create a Joint Committee on the Budget to be composed of five members 
of the House Appropriations Committee and five members of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee. The duties of the joint committee would be: (1): To in 
form itself on all matters relating to the annual budget of the agencies of the 
United States; (2) to provide the House and Senate Appropriations Committees 
with information on items in the budget and the justifications therefor; (3) 
to consider all available information relating to estimated revenues, essential! 
programs, and changing economic conditions, and, on the basis thereof, to report 
to the Appropriations Committees findings relating to necessary adjustments or 
revisions required to balance the budget; (4) to recommend to the appropriate 
standing committees of the Congress such changes in existing laws as may effect 
efficiency and economy in Government; (5) to make such reports and recom 
mendations to any standing committee of the Congress or subcommittee thereof 
“on matters within the jurisdiction of such standing committee relating to 
deviations from basic legislative authorization, or in relation to appropriations 
approved by Congress which are not consistent with such basic legislative author 
ization, as may be deemed necessary or advisable by the joint committee, or as 
may be requested by any standing committee of either House of Congress or b) 
any subcommittee thereof.” 
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The joint committee or any subcommittee thereof would have, among other 
things, the power to hold hearings, to require by subpena or otherwise the 
attendance of witnesses and the production of books, papers, and documents, to 
take testimony, and to administer oaths. In connection with the failure of any 
witness to comply with a subpena, sections 102 to 104 of the Revised Statutes 
providing for penal action for failure to comply (2 U. S. C. 192-194), would be 
applicable. 

Whether legislation to provide for more effective evaluation of the fiscal re- 
quirements of the executive agencies should be enacted involves a question of 
legislative policy concerning which this Department prefers not to make any 
recommendations. There are certain features of the measure, however, which 
the Department considers objectionable. 

Although the new joint committee would be known as the Joint Committee on 
the Budget, it is apparent that the functions and duties of the committee would 
be much broader than budgetary matters. For example, the committee would 
have the authority to report and make recommendations to any standing com- 
mittee of the Congress on matters within the standing committee’s jurisdiction 
“relating to deviations from basic legislative authorization.” 

Section 138 (i) of the bill would provide as follows: 

“(i) Employees of the joint committee, upon the written authority of the 
chairman or vice chairman, shall have the right to examine the books, 
documents, papers, reports, preliminary and other estimates of budget re- 
quirements, or other records of any agency of the United States Govern- 
ment within or without the District of Columbia: Provided, however, That 
such employees shall not be permitted access to books, documents, papers, 
reports, estimates, records, or any other thing containing information classi- 
tied for security purposes unless specifically authorized by the joint com- 
mittee to receive such types of classified information.” 

The above-quoted lunguage would seem to confer upon the joint committee the 
power to inspect and review the action of any Government agency with respect 
to budgetary or, indeed, any other matter. 

It is clear that the power to require the disclosure of executive documents 
would constitute an unlawful interference with and encroachment by the legis- 
lative branch upon the executive branch of the Government. It is has been 
settled for over 150 years that the executive branch of the Government may 
refuse to disclose to the legislative branch information and documents which, 
in the opinion of the Chief Executive or the heads of the executive departments, 
should be kept confidential in the public interest. This well-established princi- 
ple was recognized during the debate in the Senate on the Legislative Reorgani- 
zation Act of 1946. When the bill which became the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 was reported to the Senate, section 136 authorized each standing 
committee of the Congress to exercise continuous surveillance of the execution 
by the executive agencies of any law within the jurisdiction of a particular stand- 
ing committee. Senator Donnell objected to the use of the word “surveillance.” 
The words “inspection” and “review” were suggested, but were also objected 
to. Finally, the word “watchfulness” was adopted. During the debate on this 
point, Senator Donnell stated : 

“I do, however, have in mind this point: It seems to me that we clearly have 
in our type of Government three distinct divisions, the judicial, the executive, 
and the legislative. It appears to me that when the legislative has enacted 
legislation, the function of administering the legislation thereupon rests with 
the executive department of the Government. I do not deem it advisable that 
the legislative department shall undertake either to make itself an adjunct 
to the executive department or that it shall have upon itself the responsibility 
of seeing that there is a proper administration of the law which it has itself 
passed and the administration of which it has cast upon specific persons or 
agencies. 

“It appears to me that it would be very unfortunate if there should arise the 
inference from this section of the bill that it is intended hereafter that the 
standing committees of this body shal! be in effect an operating branch of the 
Government and shall undertake to control the exercise of power by the adminis- 
trative agencies. I think it would be unfortunate if the public should get the 
idea that they could go to various committees of the Congress and undertake to 
reverse the action of the specific departments or branches, although I fully agree 
with the thought of the Senator that it is well to observe watchfulness in order 
that we may make improvement, in order that we may be governed in our future 
appropriations, and in our future legislation. 


* « a r ~ * = 





106 CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


“To my mind, we are discussing something of fundamental importance. To m) 
mind the obligation of the Congress of the United States does extend to the point 
of watchfuiness, and to the extent of subsequent legislation which may prove 
necessary in order to correct abuses. But I do not believe that it is the duty of 
the Congress of the United States to undertake to administer the respective execu 
tive branches” (92 Cong. Rec. 6445, 6446). 

It is clear that the Senate, in approving the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946, did so only after carefully considering and rejecting this objectionable pro- 
vision of the bill here under consideration. The inclusion of this provision in the 
measure would constitute a serious threat to the principle of separation of powers. 

Section 1388 (g) of the bill would authorize the joint committee to employ 
personnel necessary to carry out the duties of the joint committee but with the 
proviso however that, ““No person shall be employed by the joint committee until 
a thorough investigation as to loyalty and security shall have been made by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and a favorable report on said investigation 
submitted to the chairman or vice chairman.” This provision is objectionable 
for two reasons. First, it would require the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
a part of the Executive branch of the Government, to make investigations for 
and reports to the legislative branch in connection with employment in the legis- 
lative branch of the Government. This would constitute an unwarranted en- 
croachment upon the prerogatives of the executive branch. The complete inde- 
pendence of the executive branch of the Government renders it imperative that 
officers within that branch should not, in executing the laws of the land, be 
subject to the direction of a different branch of the Government. (See Marbury 
v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137, 164; Humphrey's Executor vy. United States, 295 U. S. 
602, 629.) As Chief Justice Marshall stated in Marbury v. Madison: 

“By the Constitution of the United States, the President is invested with cer- 
tain important political powers, in the exércise of which he is to use his own 
discretion, and is accountable only to his country in his political character, and 
to his own conscience. To aid him in the performance of these duties, he is au- 
thorized to appoint certain officers, who act by his authority, and in conformity 
with his orders. In such cases, their acts are his acts; and whatever opinion 
may be entertained of the manner in which executive discretion may be used, still 
there exists, and can exist, no power to control that discretion. * * *” 

Secondly, while it is not entirely clear whether the report of the investigation 
is to be made by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, if it is so intended, the 
provision is even more objectionable. The Bureau is solely an investigative 
agency and does not evaluate or make recommendations with respect to the in- 
formation which it gathers through its investigations. The fine reputation of 
the Bureau is due largely to its impartiality in making its investigatons and 
to its consistent policy of restraint in not making recommendations of any kind. 
It may be mentioned, in this connection that a provision similar to that here 
under consideration was proposed as an amendment to the bill (S. 247, Sst 
Cong.) to establish a National Science Foundation, which was enacted as Public 
Law 507. The conferees on that legislation rejected the proposed amendment on 
the ground that to require the Federal Bureau of Investigation to evaluate the 
information collected through its investigations would seriously impair the 
efficiency and reputation of the Bureau as an investigating agency. 

In view of the foregoing considerations, this Department is unable to recom- 
mend the enactment of the bill in its present form. 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no ob- 
jection to the submission of this report. 

Yours sincerely, 
Peyton Forp, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


Post OrricE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE PoSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., May 25, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLetran, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Erecutive Departments, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for a report on S. 913, 
a bill to amend the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for more 
effective evaluation of the fiscal requirements of the executive agencies of the 
Government of the United States. 
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The bill proposes to create a Joint Committee on the Budget composed of 
five members of the Senate and five members of the House of Representatives. 
The duties of this committee would be (a) to inform itself on all matters relating 
to the annual budget “during and after the preparation thereof’; (6) provide 
the appropriation committees of Congress such information concerning the budget 
and justifications thereof as to enable adequate consideration thereof: (¢) con- 
sider all available information relating to estimated revenues, essential progress, 
and changing economic conditions, and on the basis of this consideration report 
to the appropriations committees of Congress findings relating to revisions in the 
appropriations required to hold expenditures to a minimum: (d@) recommend to 
appropriate standing committees of Congress changes in existing laws to effect 
greater efficiency and economy in Government: and (¢) make reports and recom- 
mendations, as nay be deemed necessary, to appropriate standing committees of 
Congress relating to deviations from basic legislation and appropriations ap- 
proved by Congress which are not consistent with the basic legislation. 

It would be the duty of each agency to supply to the committee duplicate 
copies of any budgetary request submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, with 
detailed justifications in support thereof. 

The committee, or any subcommittee thereof, would have the power to hold 
hearings at any place that it wished, either within or without the District of 
Columbia, and could hold these hearings at any time, regardless of whether 
Congress was in session. It could require by subpena or otherwise the attend- 
ance of witnesses at these hearings and the production of books, papers, and all 
other documents. The employees of the committee would have the right to 
examine the books, documents, papers, reports, preliminary and other estimates of 
budget requirements, or other records of any agency. When specifically author- 
ized by the committee, its employees would also have access to records classified 
for security purposes. 

It would appear that the proposed joint committee and the functions it pro- 
poses to perform would largely duplicate or parallel the work of the Bureau of 
the Budget, and would possibly conflict with the responsibilities of that Bureau 
which determines whether agency programs are in accordance with the program 
of the President. The procedures outlined in the bill would give representatives 
of the legislative branch of Government data on departmental programs and 
appropriation estimates before the President had an opportunity to coordinate 
the over-all program for the executive branch of Government and present it 
to the Congress. 

The Post Office Department has only a limited time in which to prepare its 
estimates of appropriations and justifications after the receipt of reports of its 
expenditures for the prior fiscal year. Any additional investigation, examina- 
tion of records, hearings, or conferences would make this Department’s budget 
work more complicated, and might cause serious delay in the proper presentation 
thereof. The examiners of the Bureau of the Budget are constantly seeking 
information during the time in which the estimates are being prepared. Since 
it is probable that the representatives of the proposed Joint Committee would 
seek information different than that requested by the Bureau of the Budget, 
and would approach their investigations in a different manner, the work of the 
Department would be materially increased. Even though the investigations and 
requests for infotmation were identical, there still would be additional work 
for the Department to perform. 

Since the committee would have full power to make investigations in or 
outside the District of Columbia, it is possible that it would want to hold hearings 
and examine records at various post offices. General provision section 202 of 
the appropriation language for 1952 (H. R. 3282), as approved by the House of 
Representatives, authorizes expenditures from the appropriations “General ad- 
ministration” and “Postal operations” for examination of estimates of appropria- 
tions in the field. In the event the committee would decide to hold hearings 
in the field it appears it could charge traveling expenses therefor to Post Office 
Department appropriations instead of the appropriation that would be made to 
carry out the provisions of the bill. 

The extent of the »dditional work that might be required of the Department 
and additional expenditures that might be chargeable for traveling expenses would 
depend upon the decisions of the joint committee which would have practically 
unlimited power as to the depth and scope of the investigations it deemed neces- 
sary to perform its duties. 

It might also be stated that the Department has in process a decentralization 
of the accounting activities of the Department into 12 regional offices. As a 
result of this decentralization the work of the proposed joint committee might 
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be complicated and more costly than is contemplated at the present time. It 
might be necessary for the committee to conduct its studies in the field offices 
as well as here in Washington. 

For the above-stated reasons, I cannot recommend the enactment of this pro- 
posed measure. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
presentation of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
V. C. BURKE, 
Acting Postmaster General. 


WaSHINGTON 6, D. C., March 3, 1951. 
The Honorable Jonn L. McCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I just returned last evening from a speaking trip 
to St. Louis and New Orleans, and take the first opportunity to reply to your 
letter of February 23 in connection with your bill 8. 9153. 

I still feel that the proposal which you began last year with 8. 2898 points 
in the direction which we should go in the interest of economical and efficient 
government. As I understand your proposal, it would give the Congress added 
professional staffing for making a more integrated appraisal of the President’s 
budget analysis and recommendations comparable to what the Joint Committee 
on the Economic Report of the President is called upon to do as to his economic 
analysis and recommendations. It seems to me highly desirable that this be 
done and that the work of the two joint committees and their staffs should be 
kept fully in touch with each other. 

I must confess, however, that it seems to me that the duties which you lay 
upon this Joint Committee on the Budget as here outlined are beyond the possi- 
bility of fulfillment. The Budget Bureau, as you mention, has over 500 employees 
giving full time to the task of reviewing agency budgets and fitting their revised 
figures into a total presidential budget. It would be utterly impossible for the 
Joint Committee on the Budget to parallel this work and make an independent 
audit of the request submitted and the action taken by the Bureau of the Budget 
with the President’s approval. 

1 think the latest draft of the bill is improved by the provisions authorizing 
the joint committee staff to attend hearings of the Bureau of the Budget at 
which representatives of agencies justify their budget requests and also to have 
members of the Budget Bureau staff attend executive sessions of the subcom- 
mittees of the Appropriations Committee and to explain the content and basis 
of proposed appropriations. Hawever, it seems to me that the functioning of 
such a joint committee would have to be limited to consideration of the over-all 
structure of the budget and the internal balance of its several divisions and sub- 
divisions as well as the soundness of its over-all total in the light of economic 
analysis developed by the joint committee on the Economic Report of the Presi- 
dent. That is to say, I think it would have to limit its homework to participation 
in congressional debate to broad policy matters and limit its concern about 
justification of specifie items to something in the nature of a spot check at points 
where there seemed a priori evidence of waste or inefliciency. 

Though I am quite unsophisticated in the practical matters of congressional 
life, I infer that a committee of this sort would have pretty rough going in estab- 
lishing itself and performing the desirable functions you have in mind in the face 
of the existing machinery of appropriation committees and subcommittees. 

I cannot commend too strongly the provision which you have included in sec- 
tion 138 (c) to the effect that the chairmanship of the joint committee shall 
rotate between House and Senate members. I wish sincerely that that provi 
sion had been inserted in the Employment Act so as to apply to the Joint Com 
mittee on the Economic Report of the President. I am wondering, however, 
whether an annual change would be too frequent for efficiency and whether a 
2-year term might be better. 

You ask whether I would be willing to appear at hearings on this bill. I 
should like to be cooperative in any way possible, but I doubt that I have any 
special information or experience that would make a contribution of any value 
to these hearings. In fact, some of the misgivings which I have expressed to you 
frankly in this letter might make me a somewhat negative witness on the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. G. NouRSE. 


Hon. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, 
Washington 6, D. C., May 8, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLeLLan, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Senator McCLeLLAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 23, 1951, 
regarding S. 913, which is now before your committee. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States last year supported the princi- 
ples of your bill to establish a joint congressional budget committee and we con- 
tinue to believe that would be a step in the right direction. Further study, 
however, has caused us to conclude that a simpler and possibly more effective 
approach to the problem would be to use the General Accounting Office as an 
auxiliary to the Appropriations Committees. 

As a result of this further study, the membership of the Chamber, at its meet- 
ing on May 2, 1951, adopted a policy statement urging that— 

“The Comptroller General of the United States should so reconstitute the 
functioning of the General Accounting Office that its auditing of all Government 
departments, agencies, and corporations be definitely and effectively related to 
serving the Appropriations Committees of the Congress in their work of annual 
budget examination and the making of appropriations.” 

The General Accounting Office is already an arm of the legislative branch. It 
would seem apropriate to make more effective use of the know-how which this 
Office has acquired during its 30 years of experience in the finances of Government. 

Such use of the General Accounting Office would not involve the complications 
that might arise from the establishment of a new congressional committee whose 
functions would overlap or conflict with those of the present Appropriations 
Committees and whose staff might, to some extent, duplicate theirs. 

The General Accounting Office could make considerable use of existing per- 
sonnel and facilities, without establishing an entirely new operation. Its funce- 
tion as an adjunct to the Appropriations Committees has been spelled out 
by Congress in the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 and the Legislative Re- 
organization Act of 1946. Section 206 of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 says: 

“Sec. 206. The Comptroller General is authorized and directed to make an 
expenditure analysis of each agency in the executive branch of the Government 
(including Government corporations), which, in the opinion of the Comptroller 
General, will enable Congress to determine whether public funds have been 
economically and efficiently administered and expanded * * *.” 

Effective implementation of this section’s broad authority would go a long 
way toward improving congressional budget review. Such improvement is 
urgent, with Federal spending heading toward astronomical levels. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE R, MILEs. 


P, S.—I would appreciate it if you could make this letter part of the record. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 
New York 5, N. Y., March 22, 1951. 
The Honorable Joun L. MCCLELLAN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN : You must pardon my delay in replying to your kind 
letter of February 22, with which was enclosed copies of S. 913 and your re- 
marks pertaining to the bill. 

I believe you are familiar with the views of this organization on strengthening 
congressional fiscal control, which are embodied in our report published in 
January 1950. Several copies of the report are enclosed, and I refer you par- 
ticularly to pages 10 and 11, and to page 14. 

There is no doubt in my mind but that Congress needs better facilities more 
adequately to fulfill its responsibilities in connection with appropriations. While 
tLe legislative reorganization did provide for larger professional staffs for the 
Approprations and other committees, and while much good work has been ac- 
complished by those staffs, I am sure that there will be little argument with 
the assertion that much more needs to be done by way of personnel and facilities, 
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and organizationally, if Congress is more adequately to exercise effective control estab’ 
over Federal spending. 9 appro 

I think, therefore, that your bill, S. 913, which provides for a Joint Com- 
mittee on the Budget, would strengthen Congress by providing more adequate by Fe 
staff facilities to help get a clearer view of Government expenditures and ap- “Phe 
propriations. And I think, further, that it would provide a much needed liaison : 10-ma 
between the Senate and House of Representatives on Federal spending, which, 
in my mind, is the largest problem facing our Government other than the 
overriding question of war or peace. 

If I ean be helpful in furthering your measure, please call on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
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G. G. TEGNELL, 
Director, Research Department. 


In order more adequately to perform its important mission in fiscal control, 
it will be necessary for the Congress better to equip itself, through its organiza- 


tion and procedures, to handle matters of public finance. There follow several : i 
recommendations for action by the Congress, which should be adopted if Congress 
is to be in a position to fulfill its responsibilities. 
Cor 
1. MAKE THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET WORK of pr¢ 
tions 
Adequate fiscal control on the part of Congress will not be achieved until } undu 
Congress establishes the organization and procedures required for the formula- the pi 
tion of the so-called legislative budget. Nee 
Actually, the term “legislative budget” is somewhat of a misnomer, It was of ne 
never the intention of the framers of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 Consi 
to give the Congress the full responsibility for drawing the detailed expenditure might 
program of the Federal Government. just s 
What was envisioned in the legislative budget concept, was that Congress was ine in 
to have adequate information, organization, and staff intelligently to establish, for s 
shortly after the beginning of each session, an over-all expenditure ceiling for E econo 
the Federal Government, taking due consideration of the availability of Federal By 
revenues and the impact of the tax burden on the economy. ing, 
The act created a Joint Legislative Budget Committee, composed of the full trate 
membership of the Committees on Ways and Means and Appropriations of the tellin 
House, and the Committees on Finance and Appropriations of the Senate. It was able | 
the responsibility of this committee, under the act, to establish an annual ex- servic 
penditure limit beyond which appropriations could not be made without con- Th 
gressional authority to raise the debt. becau 
In practice, the legislative budget has never worked out. For example: mitte 
Although the Legislative Reorganization Act provided that the expenditure twice 
ceiling was to be established by February 15 of each year—some 6 weeks after other 
Congress convenes—in 1947, the first year the legislative budget procedure was Pei 
applied, neither House was able to agree with the other as to the legislative Joint 
budget. Hence there was no legislative budget in that year. In 1948, the Senate comn 
and the House were able to agree on a legislative budget limit by the end of Thi 
February. Later, however, they voted appropriations substantially in excess of produ 
the ceiling. In 1949, the legislative budget was ignored. to an 
It appears that there are two principal reasons for the failure, to date, of propr 
the legislative budget. prese 
In the first place, the joint committee, composed of the full roster of the taxa- Th 
tion and appropriations committees of the House and the Senate—more than Joint 
100 persons—is much too large to permit effective and responsible action on the gress 
legislative budget. altho 
Secondly, Congress has never provided the joint committee with sufficient staff not 1 
to develop the information required for the committee intelligently to formulate Mean 
an expenditure ceiling as visualized in the legislative budget concept. It 
At the last session of the Congress, at least two proposals were introduced to Com 
reform the present organization and procedures of Congress relating to the legis: reser 
lative budget. One proposal, sponsored by Senator Wherry, of Nebraska, would Sena 


CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 111 


establish a budget committee of 20 members—) each from the Senate and House 
appropriations and taxations committees—provide it with a full-time staff of 
experts, and with instructions to report the legislative budget to the two Houses 
by February 15. 

The second proposal by Represenative Byrnes, of Wisconsin, would set up a 
10-man coordinating Joint Committee on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, after the pattern of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. From the membership of these two joint committees to- 
gether with 5 members of the Joint Committee on the Economic Report, would 
be formed the 25-man Joint Committee on the Legislative Budget. The Byrnes 
proposal would set April 15 for the establishment of the legislative budget. 
As under the Wherry bill, the proposal ineludes the provision of a small, expert 
staff, for the joint committee. 

Kither the Wherry or Byrnes proposals for reform of the legislative budget 
procedure would be a substantial improvement over the present practice. If 
Congress is tou measure up to its responsibilities, it must do everything in its 
power to make the legislative budget work through proper organization and 
facilitation, to the end that, early in each session, there will be established a 
firm ceiling on Federal Government expenditures which cannot be exceeded 
excepting under conditions of National emergency. 

+ ~~ * 7 


5. CONGRESS SHOULD CONSIDER THE ADVISABILITY OF A JOINT APPROPRIATIONS 
PROCEDURE BETWEEN THE HOUSE AND THE SENATE 


Congress cannot avoid much longer coming to grips with the growing problem 
of pressure groups, each actively engaged in furthering its own particular opera- 
tions or projects. The present organization and procedure of Congress favors 
unduly spending pressures and these, it is believed, are primarily responsible for 
the present unbalanced state of the Federal finances. 

Needed in this situation are better congressional facilities tu relate the impact 
of new and greater spending requests to the whole of the expenditure program. 
Consideration by both Houses of Congress of a consolidation appropriation bill 
might tend to weaken the effectiveness of spending pressure groups. However, 
just so long as the Senate and the House of Representatives independently exam- 
ine into and enact appropriations, just that long will advocates of higher spending 
for specific activities retain a substantial advantage over the advocates of 
economy and moderation. 

By and large, economy advocates view the entire impact of Government spend- 
ing. On the other hand, special interests advocating higher expenditures concen- 
trate entirely on their particular project or activity, and they are able to marshal 
telling testimony on behalf of their cause. Under existing procedures they are 
able to obscure the effect on total expenditures of the addition of their favorite 
service. 

Their advantage is further emphasized by existing congressional organization 
because of the separate hearings which are held on each appropriation by com- 
mittees of the House and the Senate. Quite plainly, they get their “licks” in 
twice; and if they fail in one House, they stand a good chance of success in the 
other. 

Perhaps the only way of equalizing such pressures would be the creation of a 
Joint Committee on Appropriations of the House and the Senate, with that joint 
committee holding the hearings on each of the appropriations items. 

This is not a new idea. It is in operation in many States, and it has often 
produced a fair forum of all interests to be heard, without giving undue advantage 
to any group. But most particularly, through the operations of such a Joint Ap- 
propriations Committee, Congress could control much more effectively than at 
present the over-all balance of Federal revenues and expenditures. 

There have been several proposals over the years for the creation of such a 
Joint Committee on Appropriations of the Congress. On the revenue side, Con- 
gress has already provided for a Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, 
although in this instance the committee is principally a study group, and it has 
not usurped the traditional functions of the House Committee on Ways and 
Means, or the Senate Finance Committee. 

It would appear feasible for the Senate and the House to establish such a Joint 
Committee on Appropriations to conduct public hearings on the appropriation bill, 
reserving to the respective Appropriations Committees of the House and the 
Senate the prerogative of handling the measure on the floor of each body. 
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Such reform as is here suggested would make more meaningful expenditure 
control by the Congress; would eliminate much of the duplication of effort and 
testimony involved by each House holding its own hearings on appropriation 
bills; and it would remove most of the advantages held now by spending pressures 
to the end that a more objective evaluation of the budget and its impact on the 
Nation would be possible. 


CoMMITTEE FoR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, 
Rochester, N. Y., February 15, 1950. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN : I am pleased to reply to your letter of February 
6, asking for the views of the Committee for Economic Development on 8. 2898. 

Our committee has long been concerned with the improvement of congressional! 
budgetary procedure and, on several occasions, has made recommendations with 
regard to such procedure. I shall quote from the committee’s statements at 
some length as the best way to present its thinking on this subject. 

In a statement on national policy entitled, “Taxes and the Budget,” issued in 
1947, the committee called attention to the enactment of the Legislative Reor- 
ganization Act of 1946, and commented (p. 26) : 

“The most important feature of the act, from the standpoint of this program, 
is that it recognized the need for a congressional fiscal program as distinguished 
from a series of unrelated fiscal actions. This act and the Employment Act 
of 1946 gave us for the first time congressional mechanisms that begin to ap- 
proach adequacy for formulating and executing a congressional budget.” 

In December 1948, the committee remarked (in Monetary and Fiscal Policy 
for Greater Economic Stability, p. 44): 

“Congress still considers and enacts appropriations largely without reference 
to each other or to the over-all budget totals. Also it enacts revenue legislation 
without a clear view of the total expenditure outlook. Thus, the net budgetary 
position emerges as the more or less accidental outcome of numerous imperfect] 
related decisions. 

“The committee recommends that the provisions of the 1946 act be fully 
-arried out and that such further steps be taken as are necessary to create an 
effective mechanism and center of responsibility for making fiscal decisions 
Until this is done, there will be little possibility of achieving any rational fiscal 
policy.” 

In a statement issued last spring, Tax and Expenditure Policy for 1949, the 
committee stated (p. 14): 

“Congress is not now adequately organized to do its part of the job. Its 
machinery is not conducive to a balancing of all of the items on both sides of 
the budget against each other. Its present organization leads Congress in 
evitably to make particular decisions without relation to the whole picture of 
which they are parts. At the same time Congress is not staffed to exercise a 
continuing constructive influence on the day-by-day operation of the Government 
Its moves for economy tend to be sporadic and spotty. 

“The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 attempted to establish the ma- 
chinery for an over-all approach toward the budget and a realistic weighing of 
taxes against expenditures. The essential element in the act was the requirement 
that a legislative budget be voted by February 15 of each year, upon the recom- 
mendation of a joint committee representing the taxing and appropriations com 
mittees of both Houses. However, the date set was too early; no special sta! 
was provided to do the necessary spadework ; and a conviction that the procedur: 
could accomplish anything seemed to be lacking. Some critics of the act have 
suggested that the procedure be abandoned. 

“In the opinion of the committee, the solution to the problem lies rather in 
perfecting and implementing the procedure implicit in the 1946 act. The action 
of the present [Eighty-first] Congress in setting a later date (May 1) for agre¢ 
ment on the legislative budget, fixing a maximum limit on expenditures, accon 
plished a necessary first step. A second is to provide an adequate staff for 
appropriations work on the pattern of the staff of the Joint Committee in Interna! 
Revenue Taxation. The third step would be to consolidate all appropriation bil!s 
into a single omnibus bill.” 
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The committee’s recent statement on this subject was issued January 8, 1950. 
At this time the committee stated (in Tax and Expenditure Policy for 1950, 
p. 15): 

“The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 established a procedure for mak- 
ing a congressional decision on the over-all size of expenditures and revenues at 
the same time. The failure of this procedure to work well so far is not, in our 
opinion, the result of inherent defects in the principle. It has resulted in part 
from lack of time, lack of staff and excessive size of the budget committees. Also 
it reflects the great difficulty in recent years of reconciling our objectives with 
respect to expenditures, taxation and the debt. ’We believe that the legislative 
budget procedure can and should be made to work. Congress, having before it 
the President’s budget and other information, should decide upon over-all ex- 
penditure and revenue figures for 1950-51 early in the session. The expendi- 
ture figure would serve as a guide to Congress in making appropriations. The 
revenue figure will indicate to Congress the limits within which it may operate 
in tax revision.” 

Our committee is in sympathy with the general objectives of 8S. 2898. We 
have repeatedly emphasized the need for greater economy and efficiency in 
Government, and have presented specific recommendations for their achieve- 
ment. We have pointed out the need for an adequate, continuing professional 
staff to assist in the analysis of expenditure proposals. We have also pointed out 
the desirability of joint action in making such analyses. 

A question remains, however, as to the best way to achieve the objectives of 
budgetary reform. As the statements quoted above indicate, our committee 
believes that the procedures outlined in the Legislative Reorganization Act are 
workable and that the desirable course is to strengthen and implement these 
procedures rather than to abandon them. Our committee would therefore be 
opposed to the passage of S. 2898 as submitted. In our opinion the bill would 
abolish essential provisions of the Reorganization Act. 

In the view of our committee, the primary functions of a joint budget com- 
mittee are to consider revenues and expenditures as the interrelated aspects of 
a single budgetary problem, weighing the burden of the necessary taxes against 
proposed expenditures, and to agree upon an over-all level of revenues and ex- 
penditures, arrived at in accordance with consistent fiscal principles. Only by 
such a procedure can the Congress develop sound fiscal policy. The performance 
of these functions requires representation of the revenue as well as the ap- 
propriations committees on the Joint Budget Committee. The failure of S. 2898 
to give representation on the joint committee to the Ways and Means and Fi- 
nance Committees therefore seems to us a major defect in the bill. The pro- 
vision, in subsection (e) of the bill, that representatives of the appropriations 
committees consider the available information relating to estimated revenues. 
does not, in my opinion, meet the need. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act requires that a legislative budget, esti- 
mating over-all Federal receipts and expenditures for the ensuing fiscal year 
and setting a maximum amount to be appropriated for expenditure in such year, 
be submitted to the Congress early in each session. Our committee believes the 
preparation and adoption of such a budget to be of great importance as a guide 
to congressional action on appropriations and taxes. The fact that the proposed 
bill would abolish the legislative budget requirement constitutes a second major 
defect in the bill as proposed. 

In addition to the above objections, I would raise a question personally as 
to the wisdom of the requirement, in subsection (j) of the bill, that each agency 
of Government suply the proposed joint committee with duplicate copies of all 
budgetary requests and justifications at the time these are submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget. I agree that a joint budget committee and its staff should 
have access to all information needed for an appraisal of the various items in 
the budget. However, the original agency requests are merely proposals for 
expenditure; many of them are rejected or materially modified before approval 
by the President. It would seem to me preferable, in order to reduce the volume 
of work involved and avoid confusion, to require that copies of all requests 
together with all justifications and other needed data, be submitted to the 
joint committee as approved by the President, rather than as first submitted. 
The transmission of this material should, of course, be preceded by informal ex- 
changes of information between the staffs of the joint committee and the Budget 
Bureau, 

I appreciate the opportunity afforded by your letter to submit our commit- 
tee’s views on §. 2898. I do not believe that it will be possible for me to appear 
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before your committee to testify on this measure, as I am leaving in a few days 
on an extended trip, from which I do not expect to return until late March. For 
this reason, I have attempted in my letter to set forth our views in some detail. 
I would not be in a position, speaking for our committee, to amplify the com- 
ments made above. 
Very sincerely yours, 
Marion B. Foisom, 
Chairman, Research and Policy Committee. 


STATEMENT OF UNITED SraTEs SAVINGS AND LOAN LEAGUE 


The United States Savings and Loan League favors the adoption of S. 913. The 
league, which comprises 3,800 savings and loan associations, is interested in this 
measure because its member associations hold the savings of millions of American 
citizens—savings which range in size from a few dollars to several thousands 
per individual. We believe that maintenance of a relatively stable purchasing 
power for the American dollar is the justified expectation of those millions of 
our fellow citizens who have postponed the use of their money from the day the) 
earned it until some future date. We submit that the people of this country will 
not continue indefinitely to save and to try to provide for their own financial 
security if, year after year, they see the purchasing power of the dollar saved 
shrink almost beyond recognition. 

The decrease in the purchasing power of the dollar since the end of World 
War II has been the result of complicated factors. No one can deny, however, 
that an important contributary cause has been the deficits incurred by the United 
States Treasury in 4 years out of the last 6 immediately preceding the Korean 
conflict. During the 5 years of relative quiet on the world front, from 1945 to 
1950, we have seen the earnest attempts of many sincere men in three different 
Congresses to reduce the expenses of Government so that deficits might be avoided 
without taxing the people beyond endurance. We have seen the odds which face 
the members of the appropriations committees when only the agency planning 
to spend the money is in a position to have any intimate knowledge of the 
program for which the appropriation is asked. Under such circumstances, the 
agency's testimony in behalf of the proposed spending carries a weight, which the 
committee members are not now prepared to challenge, much as they may desire 
to, and much as they may feel sure that the budgets are padded in order to pro- 
long jobs and in order to increase the power of the bureaucracy. It is our belief 
that insuperable handicaps will continue to balk the efforts of the Congress to 
pare down the budget until such time as the appropriations committees have 
staffs sufficient to give critical analysis during the year round to the spending 
and the spending proposals. 

At its fifty-eighth annual convention in Washington, D. C., November 30, 1950, 
the United States Savings and Loan League passed a resolution calling for 
efficiency and economy in the Federal Government. The resolution read: 

“The mobilization period that lies ahead will generate additional inflationary 
forces because of the heavy expenditures that will be incurred by the Federal 
Government for defense purposes. In order to maintain the stability of the 
American economy and the American dollar, special attention must be given to 
an effective approach to cutting down nondefense expenditures. The Congress 
has the primary responsibility for making appropriations, and the will to reduce 
nondefense expenditures has been voiced by many outstanding Members of the 
Congress in both parties for the past several years. Against the constructive 
thinking and the convictions of economy-minded Members of the Congress is 
arrayed the massive strength of the spending agencies of the Government with 
their experts in statistics, research, public relations, and their legal counsel, all 
making the case for swollen budgets and for increasing rather than curtailing 
the expenses of operating the Federal Government. 

“The United States Savings and Lean League in its fifty-eighth annual con- 
vention records its belief that curtailment of nondefense expenditures is a most 
important challenge before the Eighty-second Congress. We respectfully submit 
that congressional committees, especially the appropriations committees, should 
be provided with staff and technical assistants to analyze requests for appro- 
priations, and that such staff and technical assistants should be of a quality to 
match the staffs available to the spending agencies, who are the source of the 
substantial part of the pressure for more Government spending. Such staffs 
available to the congressional committees would be in a position to analyze the 
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objectives of nondefense expenditures, the results of past appropriations, and the 
efficiency with which the objectives for which money is appropriated are being 
accomplished.” 

It was the feeling of 2,000 delegates who adopted this resolution that the 
encouragement of the fundamental virtue of thrift and fostering of individual 
savings on which individual economic self-sufficiency depends would fail in the 
years ahead unless the inordinate spending, especially of the nondefense part of 
the Federal establishment, was curtailed. 

The total volume of personal savings entrusted to savings and loan associa- 
tions increased by $3,500,000,000 from 1947 to 1950, but while these 10 million 
savers were thus increasing their own backlogs of security and becoming 
responsible citizens in the community by their thrift and frugality, the Federal 
expenditures were creeping up so that in 1950 the Government was spending 
$4,000,000,000 more than it spent in 1947. Thus, the increase in the cost of 
Government per year had become sufficient to counterbalance and exceed the 
additions to their savings by 10 million citizens—and this was happening after 
World War II had come to an end and before the Korean episode had begun. 

The experience of the fiscal year 1951, in which the Congress cut $2,200,000,000 
from the proposed budget by strong determination, but in which the total 
expenditures before Korea were higher than they had been 2 years before, is 
further evidence that the intent and even the hard work of 70 Members of Con- 
gress and of their staffs and the Appropriations Committees’ staff is insufficient 
to roll back the wave of pressure for continuation of a high level of unnecessary 
employment in an expanding web of Federal services. The much more thorough 
and drastic elimination of nonessentials in the agency budgets, which is 
necessary in a time of greatly multiplied national outlay for defense, can only 
be achieved by giving the Congress a practical tool for evaluating the expendi- 
ture of money in the executive departments. 

Senator MecClellan’s bill, S. 913, incorporates a promising device to give the 
Congress this tool at a minimum cost. The proposal for a joint committee of both 
Houses of Congress, assisted by an adequate staff to do the essential research 
and critical analysis of executive expenditures, would prevent duplication of 
the time and expense which would be involved if the Appropriations Committees 
in both Houses were given separate staffs to accomplish this major reform. 

Morron Bopris#H, 
Chairman of the BPrecutive Committee. 


THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, 
Washington D. C., February 28, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLecian, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar SENATOR: Thank you very much for sending me S. 913 and a copy 
of your remarks on introducing it. As I wrote you last year in connection 
with your earlier bill, S. 2898, introduced in the Bighty-first Congress, I am in 
complete agreement with your appraisal of the existing situation and your posi- 
tion with respect to congressional responsibility. Two points which I made 
with respect to your earlier bill are applicable also to the present one. I shall 
repeat them here, but again with the understanding that there may be no 
better practical way of solving the problem. 

You propose a Joint Committee on the Budget with equal representation of the 
Senate and of the House Committees on Appropriations—on each side three from 
the majority party and two from the minority to be chosen by the respective 
committees. If one party should be in control of the Senate and the other in 
control of the House, the joint committee would be equally divided between the 
two parties, five on a side. I am not at all sure that the joint committee could 
function effectively under these conditions. If partisan feeling should run 
high, the committee might be almost completely deadlocked, not even able to 
agree on a chairman or a vice chairman. 

The second thing that bothers me is the selection and maintenance of a com- 
petent staff. The activities of the National Government are of such magnitude 
and diversity that (1) a considerable division of labor on a functional or organi- 
zational basis would be necessary among the members of the research staff and 
(2) it would take a substantial period of time—probably as much as a year at 
least—for a new staffman to master the special field to which he would be 
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assigned, unless he had had prior experience in it. Under such circumstances 
a high degree of continuity of service seems to me essential for effective work. 
Is it safe to assume that members of the staff would be selected on the basis of 
their professional competence and that they could work objectively without 
evidence of partisan bias? Should there be a change in party control of Con- 
gress would most of the members of the staff be retained? If a staff report 
on a highly controversial issue favored the party in power at the time it was 
issued, would the members of the staff who made it be retained when control 
changes? 

Competent men will hesitate to accept positions on the staff unless reasonable 
continuity of employment is assured. If they have persons dependent on their 
earnings they want a fair degree of employment security. More important, if 
they are well qualified they will want to assure themselves that they will have 
aun opportunity to do a good constructive job and they will appreciate that more 
than a year or two of service is necessary for that kind of achievement. 

Several of us here at the Brookings Institution have discussed this preblem 
from time to time. One solution suggested has been the development within an 
agency under congressional control of a permanent, well-qualified staff to carry 
on the investigations of the type you have in mind. The General Accounting 
Office has been mentioned as the agency within which such a new service might 
best be developed. 

If stating of the committees appears to be the only practicable solution, it 
would seem to me worth while to consider giving both the Senate and the House 
committees their own individual staffs and attempting to develop a coordinate 
program and to prevent overlapping and duplication through cooperation be- 
tween the two committees. Suppose, for example, you gave each committee its 
own staff and created a joint committee constituted, as you suggest, to coordinate 
the work of the two staffs. Part of the time the arrangement might work reason. 
ably well. At times real cooperation would be lacking. Then each committee 
would go its own way with its own staff. I am inclined to believe, however, that 
you would be no worse off—perhaps less badly off—than you would have been 
with a deadlocked joint committee having immediate responsibility for selecting 
and directing a staff. 

I should perhaps say that I am somewhat disturbed by the proposal for a 
single great appropriation bill. I am afraid that its passage through the House 
will take so long that the Senate will not be able to give it adequate consideration. 
This new arrangement greatly increases the need for a staff for the Senate com- 
mittee, but such a staff could not work very effectively without close cooperation 
with the House committee and its staff. The one big bill plan strengthens the 
arguments in favor of the joint committee and the joint staff, but 1 am skeptical 
as to whether the new plan will work satisfactorily in Congress. 

You may, if you wish, put this letter into the records of the hearings on the bill. 
I do not think I could add anything by appearing before the committee. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Lewis MeriaM, Vice President. 





RuHopeE ISLAND Pustic EXPENDITURE COUNCIL, 
Providence 3, R. I., February 7, 1950. 
Senator Joun L. McCLetran, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DrsrR SENATOR McCLELIAN: It is so easy for me to agree wholeheartedly with 
your proposal for more effective mechanisms to aid the Congress in its considera 
tion and disposition of the annual budget (S, 2898), that I find it impossible to 
make any suggestions for further improvement. In fact your suggestion seems 
so necessary that I cannot conceive of any possible difference of opinion. 

I have long been of the opinion that legislatures should equip themse!ves wit) 
proper staff facilities on a full-time basis for the investigation and analysis 01 
every item of proposed expenditure. To a considerable extent it is that function 
which the Rhode Island Public Expenditure Council performs on an independent 
cooperative basis for the State legislature and several of the local city and town 
councils. It is patent, however, that a staff employed hy the legislature itself 
would be of greater importance and value than a small outside group such as 
ours. Our experience, however, makes it clear that the independent, detached 
point of view is of value in appraising administrative proposals. 
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Soncerning your proposal that I might appear before your committee, I stand 
ready and willing to be of any possible service in the promotion of your measure 
which I deem to be of great importance. I doubt very much, however, if 1 am 
sufficiently informed of congressional practice to be of any real help. In this 
regard I would suggest that you consult with Senator Leahy who I note is on 
your committee and for whom I have the highest regard, and if in his and your 
opinion I can render any assistance, I would be glad to appear. 

Please accept my sincere appreciation of your efforts in this significant devel- 
opment. 

Respectfully vours, 
Rorerr M. Goopricu, Executive Director. 


Pcsiic ADMINISTRATION CLEARING HOUSE, 
Chicago 37, Iul., March 27, 1951 


wil, 


Hon, JouN L. MCCLELLAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Thank you for your letter of February 22 and the courtesy you 
have afforded me in permitting me to comment in writing on your new bill, 
S. 918. Because of my absence from the city on travel in connection with my 
duties, this is my first opportunity to respond to your kind request to file a briet 
statement in lieu of a personal appearance. The statement which follows repre- 
sents Iny personal opinion and does not purport to give the views of the board of 
trustees of this organization. 

First of all, permit me to state that I am very sympathetic with the problem 
to which you are addressing yourself in proposing this legislation. I do not 
myself presume to be an expert on the organization of Congress, nor am I too 
intimately familiar with the present method of the working of congressional com- 
mittees since the passage of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. How- 
ever, as a governmental official during World War Il who frequently appeared 
hefore various committees and subcommittees, I could not help but become 
aware, particularly in times of emergency, of the special problems faced by con- 


cientious Members of Congress in reviewing the many and complex appropriation 
estimates submitted to them. As the United States is once more faced with an 
extraordinarily large and intricate budget, I can well perceive that this problem 
has again become a pressing one, and I feel your raising of it is very timely and 
proper. 


One general advantage in the proposals you present appears to be that the 
department heads and their staffs and members of citizens’ groups would have 
an opportunity to present their testimony and to answer questions once instead of 
several times. If the legislation proposed would accomplish this it would be a 
creat time saver for departments and agencies and for representatives of citizens’ 
organizations and in the long run for the Congress itself. 

There are certain questions raised by vour proposals, however, which I hope 
will be carefully examined, and about which I would have some reali doubts. 
While legislation designed to improve the communication and understanding 
between the executive and legislative branches of the Government is desirable, it 
seems to me that the principle of the separation of powers lies very deeply at the 
roots of our institutions and should not be infringed. The joint examination of 
departinental estimates by agents of the Congress and agents of the President 
might impair this separation. Whatever may be the handicaps of the present 
procedure, the scrutinies by the several subcommittees of the appropriation com- 
mittees of the House and the Senate are now completely independent reviews of 
the estimates submitted in the executive budget. It seems to me that this inde- 
pendence of the reviews of the appropriation committees should be preserved as 
a check by the legislature on the executive. The creation of a large staff by 
Congress which has the right to sit in while the Budget Bureau is hearing depart- 
mental estimates would, I believe, implicate the legislature, through its agents, 
in the estimates that are presented in the executive budget and would impair 
the committees’ power to criticize these estimates independently when they are 
received. 

There is also the question of how responsible a large staff of a joint committee 
can be, how they would be selected, and whether the members of the committee 
could, with their manifold duties, actually be able to control their operations. 
There are dangers in creating one more relatively large staff speaking for Con- 
gress with comparatively little supervision and particularly if it were a staff 
which might be committing Congress by implication in advance of appropriation 
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hearings. A corollary of this question is to what extent the regular appropria- 
tion committees of the House and Senate would accept the findings of the pro- 
posed joint committee and be guided by them, ; 

The Members of Congress are far better qualified than an outsider to determine 
whether the creation of an additional joint committee is justified even if it 
should be a joint committee co-opted from present standing committees. The 
great burden of service on numerous committees is consistently referred to in 
public statements by Members of both Houses, and I am certain that careful con- 
sideration will be given before new committees are created. 

Thanking you again for the opportunity you have afforded me to comment, 
I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
HERBERT EMMERICH. 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, 
Berkeley 4, Calif., May 12, 1951. 
Senator JonHn L. McCLeiian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator McCLeLLAN: I am very happy in response to your request to 
submit some comments and suggestions with reference to 8. 913. I am in entire 
agreement with the broad purpose of the bill to strengthen and improve the 
process whereby Congress reviews and passes upon the Federal budget and the 
fiscal policies of the Government. The Federal budget has reached such gigantic 
proportions and so vitally affects the entire economy of the Nation that the 
organization and procedure of Congress in considering the budget needs to be 
thoroughly reconsidered. Reforms are needed to correct certain obvious weak- 
nesses of the present system and to enable Congress to adopt sound fiscal pro- 
grams within the financial abilities of the country. The methods which were 
appropriate 25 years ago when the annual budget ranged from three to four billion 
dollars annually are unsuited to a Federal budget 20 times as great in size. 
While the executive branch has ‘adopted many improvements in the techniques 
of budgeting, particularly in the last 2 years following the Hoover Commission 
report, Congress has not given equal consideration to improving its methods, 
organization, and staff for the consideration and adoption of the budget. 

One provision of S. 913 which I think highly desirable is the authorization 
that members of the staff of the Bureau of the Budget may on invitation attend 
the executive sessions of the Appropriations Committees to explain the budget 
and to supply information. I assume that this may be done, however, without 
specific statutory provision. I would like to suggest the need in somewhat 
broader terms of closer and more effective relations between the President and 
the Bureau of the Budget with the Appropriations and other committees of 
Congress concerned with fiscal matters. It appears to me that this is one of 
the most needed steps to improve the work of both branches of the Government 
in the preparation and consideration of the budget. In the States which have 
the most sound budgetary practices the governor and his budget staff work in 
very close relations with the appropriations committee of the State legislature. 
It is the usual practice in the States for the budget staff of the governor to sit 
in on the hearings of the appropriations committees throughout and to supply 
whatever information the committee may require, and to assist the committee 
and its staff. In a number of States the members of the governors budget staff 
serve as clerks or assistants to the appropriations committees on request, and 
despite some theoretical arguments that this practice is not in accord with the 
doctrine of separation of powers, the actual operation appears to be satisfactory 
to all concerned. The information which the State appropriations committees 
are able to secure through the budget staff is of great importance to their work. 
for they are not limited to information supplied by the administrative depart- 
ments concerning their own requests. 

I suggest that one of the greatest improvements which could be adopted in 
the Federal budget system would be for the Appropriations Committees to make 
greater use of the facilities of the Bureau of the Budget. Through its staff of 
over 500 persons, including many engineers, accountants, administrators, and 
persons who are specialists of various kinds, many with practical experience 
as departmental officials, the Bureau has vast resources of detailed information 
and knowledge of the programs and operations of the executive departments. 
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I can see no valid reason why the committees of Congress should not utilize this 
source of information; to the contrary, I see many reasons why they should. 
Closer and more effective relations between the Appropriations Committees and 
their staffs and the staff of the Bureau of the Budget will serve all concerned. 
The Bureau staff will be much better informed on the attitudes, wishes, and 
policies of members of the Appropriations Committees, which would be highly 
useful to their work in the preparation of the budget, as well as in its subsequent 
execution ; members of the Appropriations Committees will have on call informa- 
tion which is essential to the wise decision of many issues which come before them, 
With direct information about the kind of review which the Bureau of the 
Budget has conducted on the departmental estimates, the Appropriations Com- 
mittees will be able to save a great deal of time now devoted to relatively minor 
details, and concentrate their attention on the larger and more important issues. 
Under sound budgetary procedure, the executive budget is prepared with close 
attention to the policies and desires of the legislative body, and consequently 
it is unnecessary for the appropriations committees to conduct a minutely detailed 
examination of the departmental estimates which would otherwise be necessary. 

Various reasons may be offered why it is unwise for the Appropriations Com- 
mittees to turn to the staff of the Bureau of the Budget for information about 
the budget, and to have them attend the meetings of the committees. It may 
be said that members of the budget staff are obligated to support the President's 
budget, and hence will not be able to criticize it or point out places where it 
should be cut. This contention is based on a misunderstanding of what function 
representatives of the Bureau of the Budget could perform which would be of 
assistance to the Appropriations Committees. They could not criticize the 
President’s budget; members of the Appropriations Committees would not desire 
or expect them to do so. It would be their function rather to answer questions, 
to supply information on request, to make studies or special analyses at the 
request of the committees, and to make explanations of the budget where such 
explanation is needed. They would ordinarily take little part in the formal 
hearing, except in reply to questions, and their work would be largely to assist 
the staff of the committees. The representative of the Bureau of the Budget 
who sits in on the sessions of the Appropriations Committees would know where 
to turn in the Bureau or elsewhere in the Government to secure any desired 
information, and thus the facilities of the entire Bureau of the Budget would 
be available to the Appropriations Committees. 

In another way a representative of the Bureau of the Budget would be able to 
be of great assistance to the Appropriations Committees and their subcommit- 
tees. Whenever the committees or subcommittees were dissatisfied with the 
manner in which some activity was being performed or felt that some adminis- 
trative practice needed to be inquired into and corrections made, they would 
be able quite informally to make their wishes known to the Bureau of the Budget. 

If close and effective relations were established between the Appropriations 
Committees and the Bureau of the Budget, the hearings on the budget would 
take on added significance, and much of the frustration which members of the 
Appropriations Committees often feel because of their inability to secure needed 
information promptly, or because they are unable to see to it that undesirable 
administrative practices are inquired into and corrected, will be obviated. The 
Appropriations Committees would have greater influence on the budget because 
their wishes would be more fully known by the President and his budget staif 
when the budget was being prepared. The work of the Bureau of the Budget 
would be likewise benefited, and the President would be better able to present 
a budget which is acceptable to Congress. If the Appropriations Committee were 
to make greater use of the facilities and information of the Bureau of the Budget 
as here suggested, there would be little need for any considerable expansion of 
the staffs of these committees, or the establishment of a special Joint Committee 
on the Budget with its staff to assist the Appropriations Committees, as provided 
in S. 913. The fact that a similar arrangement has been utilized for years by 
practically all of the States would indicate that there are no insuperab'e dif- 
ficulties in the way of its adoption by Congress. In fact, many Members of Con- 
gress in the past have suggested that members of the staff of the Bureau of the 
Budget should be requested to attend the sessions of the Appropriations Com- 
mittees and subcommittees. 

While recognizing the need for the improvement in Congress of its considera- 
tion of the budget and for the establishment of more effective review and deter- 
mination of the fiscal policies of the Government, I have grave doubts about the 
wisdom of establishing a Joint Committee on the Budget with its own staff as 
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provided in S, 913. I assume that the proposed joint committee, in order to 
avoid encroaching on the functions of the Appropriations and other committees 
would confine its activities almost entirely to that of providing the special budge: 
staff for the use of other committees. This staff, though possibly not so intended, 
would inevitably develop into a congressicnal budget agency, conducting its own 
investigations into departmental operations and estimates, and duplicating the 
work of the Bureau of the Budget. It would be expected and required to make 
its own recommendations of changes in the budget as submitted by the President, 
for otherwise it would serve little purpose. This in turn would require the 
Appropriations Committees to decide between the conflicting recommendations 
contained in the President’s budget and those made by this special congressiona! 
budget staff agency. Unless the staff of the Joint Committee on the Budge: 
were adequate in size to make thorough investigations, generally duplicating 
the estimates staff of the Bureau of the Budget, its recommendations woul 

necessarily be based on inadequate information. 

The basic weakness of the plan, however, is that this coneressional budget stati 
would be empowered and expected to make recommendations concerning al! 
phases of the Federal budget, but could be held to no responsibility for the results 
which might flow from their recommendations. Their opinions and judgments 
might be given equal or even greater weight than those of the responsible execu 
tive officers concerning their own programs and budgets, which I believe would 
be unwise and unfortunate. No business corporation would consider for a mo 
ment the establishment of a special steff of this kind to criticize and propose 
changes in the budget submitted by the managenient, and the management would 
never agree to such a plan. This sort of arrangement could be established only 
if the bourd of directors had lost all confidence in the management. It is essen 
tially an unsound arrangement. 

The only State which has established a legislative budget agency of the type 
proposed in 8S. 913 is California, and in this State it was set up because the 
Republican majority in the legislature in 1941 had lost confidence in the informa 
tion supplied to it by the budget office under the Democratic Governor. Th 
staff of the California joint legislative budget committee, headed by an official 
known as the legislative auditor, performs about the same functions as those 
outlined in S. 913. Members of his staff attend the hearings of the budget office 
under the Governor, investigate the work and organization of the dependents, 
review their estimates, and make recommendations of reductions in the budget 
to the appropriations committees. Opinions concerning the merits of the plan 
differ. In the early history of the committee, when the Governor was of one party 
and the legislature was controlled by the opposite party, the appropriations com 
mittees relied heavily on the advice of the legislative auditor because they did 
not trust that of the Governor and his budget staff. Since Governor Warren has 
been in office, and the same party has been in control of both branches of the 
State government, the appropristions committees have felt that the information 
which was supplied to them by the Governor’s budget office was fully as reliable 
and accurate, if not more so, than that furnished by the legislative auditor. Ge 
erally, the legislature in recent years has accepted the Governor's budget with 
relatively few cuts, and it is not possible to state whether these cuts have been 
greater or smaller as a result of the work of the legislative auditor. Most of his 
recommendations have not been accepted, particularly in the form made, and 
some cuts would have been made in any event. The recommended cuts by th 
legislative auditor have often been criticized on the ground that they are based 
on faulty information and lack of a real understanding of the day-to-day opera- 
tion of the several departments. As a rule, the departmental officers have been 
able to justify their estimates to the satisfaction of the appropriations commit 
tees when they are called upon to answer the criticisms of the legislative auditor 
and defend their requests. The recommendations of the legislative auditor of 
reductions in the budget are intended to show up weak spots in the Governor's 
budget, and to indicate phases which the appropriations committees should look 
into, but it is not clear in fact they have actually aided the appropriations com 
mittees in their work. 

In many instances the cuts recommended by the legislative auditor have 
related to detailed administrative operations, and generally the appropriations 
committees have accepted the advice and recommendations on such matters of 
the responsible executive officers who are in daily contact with departmental 
operations rather than those of the investigator of the staff of the legislative 
auditor. In other cases the recommended cuts are of services or programs which 
the legislative auditor thinks should be curtailed in the interest of economy. 
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Such recommendations carry relatively little weight with the appropriations 
committees for this is the sort of decision which a legislative committee is pre- 
eminently qualified to pass upon on the basis of its own judgment. The California 
plan has not resulted in any lowering of the costs of State government. The 
budget of the State has increased rapidly since World War II, as has other 
States, and now runs in excess of $1,000,000,000 annually. 

There can be no question of the need of the Appropriations Committees of 
Congress of adequate information in order to pass upon the executive budget. 
It would appear to me, however, that this can best be accomplished by augment- 
ing the staffs of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees with highly 
competent persons directly responsible to these committees, and by utilizing the 
staff of the Bureau of the Budget to a greater degree. I doubt very much that 
the Appropriations Committees of Congress can utilize effectively a large staff 
A small, highly competent, trained staff with whom the members of the Appro- 
priations Committees work closely and who enjoy the full confidence of the 
committees will serve their purposes better than a larger staff. Some expansion 
of the present staffs, particularly on the Senate side, is probably needed, but 
I would be very skeptical of building up a large congressional staff which might 
attempt to do the thinking and make the decisions which are the responsibility 
of the Members of Congress. I don’t think that the Appropriations Committees 
need a staff for this purpose; they need instead a staff to collect and assemble 
information for their use, to assist the committee in the preparation of reports, 
arranging hearings, and similar details. A large staff would afford the means 
and would tempt the committees to become concerned with administrative details 
which may better be left to executive decision. The greatest contribution which 
the Appropriations Committees of Congress can make in reviewing and passing 
upon the budget is to exercise its broad judgment on the level at which the 
various governmental programs should be conducted, to pass upon the many 
policy issues which are involved in the budget, and to consider and determine 
the fiscal policies of the Government. At times they may of necessity get into 
the details of administration, but generally speaking, matters of this kind should 
be left to the discretion of the departments so that they can be held 
responsible for the faithful and efficient discharge of their functions. 

There are a number of notable weaknesses in the present organization and 
procedure of Congress in passing upon the budget. The most notable one is the 
dispersion of responsibility among numerous committees for the fiscal policies 
of the Government. The basic weakness is that expenditures are considered by 
one set of committees and revenues by another. Expenditures and revenues ars 
equally important parts of the Federal fiscal program, and need to be considered 
in close relation to one another. Until this is done Congress will not be able to 
review, debate, and decide upon the whole fiscal policy of the Government. In 
this country we unfortunately often think of the Federal budget solely as the 
expenditure program, while in Britain it is thought of largely as the proposed 
changes in the revenue structure to meet the estimated expenditures. <A true 
budget must present both sides of the shield, and each must be considered in 
relation to the other. The unfortunate separation of the consideration of ex- 
penditures apart from the consideration of revenues which obtains in Congress 
s matched by a similar division and separation in the executive branch, the 
Treasury being responsible for recommendations of revenues and the Bureau of 
the Budget under the President for recommendations of expenditures. The co- 
ordination of the consideration of the taxing and spending policies of the Govern- 
ment present an extremely difficult but not an insuperable problem. It will have 
to be solved in some manner before the Congress and the President can hope to 
achieve basically sound fiscal policies. 

Another weakness of the present system is the division of appropriations into 
numerous acts, each considered by separate subcommittees of the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees. It is well known that these subcommittees 
operate largely as separate entities, and few changes are made by the Appro- 
priations Committees in the brief reviews which they give to the 


4 


strictly 


recommenda- 
tions of the subcommittees. The debates on the floor ef each House likewise 
suffer, because the budget is considered piecemeal. Under the present arrange- 
ment it is not possible for the Congress at any time to consider and debate the 
fiscal program of the Government, the Federal budget broadly conceived, or to 
take any effective action with regard to it. In the absence of better methods, 
various proposals are often made for percentage cuts across the board, though 
it is recognized that this is a highly arbitrary manner of dealing with the 
Federal budget. 
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The criticisms which were voiced in 1919 to 1921, when the Budget and 

Accounting Act was enacted, that Congress was unable to consider the broad, ; 
over-all aspects of the budget under the system which then existed because of | Hon.J 
the separate consideration by numerous committees of parts of the budget, still E Se 
obtains today. Furthermore, there is a division of responsibility between the My 
Appropriations Committees and the legislative committees which pass upon the ‘ 
authorization of new programs. Possibly this division of responsibility is in- remar 
escapable, but it would appear that some provision is needed to bring about a enougl 
more effective consideration of the impact of proposed new programs upon the = The 
whole finances of the Government before they are adopted. While I am in entire Some | 
agreement with the broad purposes of 8. 913 to strengthen and improve the on the 
congressional review of the Federal budget, to make available more adequate much | 
information to the several committees of Congress which pass upon fiscal mat- for th 
ters, and to achieve sound financial policies within the economie abilities of the or hea 
Nation, I am doubtful that the addition of another committee on the budget, or Budge 
of a congressional budget agency would be helpful. much 1 
Sincerely, tags 
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Hon. Jonn L. MCCLELLAN, task. 
on Ap] 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. also te 

My Dear Senator: I have been able this week to find time to study your letter P f On t 
of February 22 and the bill which you have introduced. = tice. 

I find that there is no basic change in your proposal since I expressed my views » and if 
io you in a letter dated February 9, 1950. In particular I stated in that letter » of add 
that “real retrenchment so far as Congress is concerned can only come through ance t 
retrenchment in programs and policies.” I do not believe that I need to add » enterp 
any further explanation on this point. a Ano’ 

If I could possibly find time to testify before your committee, I think I could » might 
establish the point that the sections of the bill dealing with the staffing and e recogn 
the joint committee sections should be separated from the submission of interna! © in che 
executive branch estimates. I feel that the staff of the joint committee could ' regret 
be very valuable in pointing up the policy and program implications of the JR transa 
various estimates. } that tl 

I see no objection to have the staff of the joint committee prepare analyses of . of Gor 
the budget document and the justifications. Such analyses would, if studied by S §6~has dec 
the Appropriations Committee members, greatly improve the hearings and the - §6encour 
information elicited there. © for the 

My general view is that the administrative implementation of programs ; Act of 
determined upon by Congress must, by virtue of their extreme specialization,  §6the Co 
be an executive responsibility. Congress, I think, will be well advised if it re- ’ The 
frains from attempting to exercise or meddle with internal executive processes, > Youre 
except, of course, as it is necessary to review executive programs. ; be tha 

I am strong for Congress to develop more adequate staffs to help them in ; expent 
technical matters, but I do not want congressional staffs to do what we are > to mal 
xlready paying executive staffs to perform. be dor 

Furthermore, I think that if Congress would make proper use of its own ; branch 
official, the Comptroller General, and see to it that his audits and efficiency This 
surveys were properly reviewed by congressional committees that we would > muchs 
go a long way toward avoiding captious interferences at the same time we » There 
improved the level of performance. Commi 

I shall be in Washington on Friday for several conferences and will try to would 
talk to you about this over the phone. » the st; 

Sincerely yours, relatio 
JAMES K. PoLLock. The 
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JosereH P. Harris, 
Professor of Political Science. 


UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN, 
DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, 
Ann Arbor, March 6, 1951. 
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COMMISSION ON FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION, 
New York 28, N. Y., February 24, 1950. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLetian, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator McCre.uian: I have been over S. 2898 and the text of the 
remarks which you made in the Senate on January 19, 1950, which you were good 
enough to send to me. I have been much interested in both. 

There are, of course, many objections which may be made to your proposal. 
Some persons no doubt will fear that the staff director of the Joint Committee 
on the Budget will become in a short time, a second director of the budget doing 
much the same sort of work. I can see the possibility of considerable confusion 
for the executive agencies. They may be required to attend staff conferences 
or hearings of the Joint Committee at the same time when the Bureau of the 
Budget is reviewing departmental estimates in the autumn of each year. So 
much top administrative time is already devoted to testifying before congressional 
committees or to providing information requested by individual legislators that 
one must necessarily be hesitant about adding to the burden. 

In addition, I can see the possibility of real difficulty developing between Joint 
Committee on the Budget and the respective Committees on Appropriations of 
the House and Senate. You know, of course, that the present subcommittees 
of the House Committee on Appropriations feel that they have a very real and 
extensive knowledge of departmental activities. These subcommittees may well 
not look with favor upon a new committee which attempts to do the same 
task. Indeed, it is difficult for me to see how a member of the House Committee 
on Appropriations who serves on the Joint Committee on the Budget will be able 
also to serve on a subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations. 

On the other hand, such fears as these might well be dispelled in actual prac- 
tice. If the Joint Committee on the Budget proceeded slowly and carefully 
and if the staff director were well-chosen, I can see the possibility of a minimum 
of additional burden upon the administrative agencies and a considerable assist- 
ance to the Bureau of the Budget in its own work. No one can tell how the 
enterprise will really turn out until it is tried. 

Another question which naturally arises is whether the Comptroller General 
might not serve the staff needs of the Joint Committee on the Budget. While I 
recognize the real service which the General Accounting Office has rendered 
in checking all financial transactions of executive agencies, I have always 
regretted that this activity was so largely concerned with the mechanics of fiscal 
transactions. Certainly the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 did contemplate 
that the General Accounting Office would give some attention to the efficiency 
of Government operations. From time to time the General Accounting Office 
has done some work of this sort. Perhaps the Comptroller General should be 
encouraged to do more work directly for congressional committees, especially 
for the House Committee on Appropriations. As you know, the Reorganization 
Act of 1949 does specify that the General Accounting Office is an agency of 
the Congress. 

The biggest problem I see facing your proposed device, however, is just this. 
You remarked in the Senate that the job of the staff of the joint committee would 
be that of studying budget requests “with a view of eliminating unnecessary 
expenditures and in aiding the Appropriations Committees and the Congress 
to make cuts and reduce appropriations in every instance where it can possibly 
be done without impairing essential and necessary services of the executive 
branch of the Government.” 

This is, of course, a limited sphere of activity. The Budget Bureau has given 
much attention to this same purpose and has been able to accomplish a good deal. 
The recommendations for improving this work which were made by the Hoover 
Commission are now being largely carried out. I should think the Budget Bureau 
would welcome additional assistance in this field which might be provided by 
the staff of the joint committee provided, of course, that close cooperative 
relationships can be developed. 

The savings from such attention to management improvement, however, will 
necessarily be small. The major expenditures of the Federal Government arise 
from basic decisions about the scope and magnitude of Federal activities. I once 
calculated that only 15 percent of all Federal expenditures were for personnel 
services, that is, for employees actually on the payroll of the Federal Govern- 
ment. No doubt some of this cost could be reduced by improved management 
practices but the reduction would quickly be absorbed by executive and legisla- 
tive decisions to enlarge the scope or the magnitude of Federal activities. 


84329—51——_9 





124 CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


The most important fiscal problem for the Congress is to review the whole 
range and size of various Government programs. This is, of course, the peculiar 
province of the House Committee on Appropriations but may be shared also by 
the present Joint Committee on the Economic Report. I gather it is your inten- 
tion that the Joint Committee on the Budget shall not undertake this broader 
field of inquiry. To place this limitation upon the committee will be to narrow its 
possible usefulness. On the other hand, this restricted role may also help to 
insure a better possibility of success for the joint committee. 

In any event, I hope the Congress will give serious consideration to your pro- 
posal. I shall be in Washington during the week of March 13, and if I could 
be of any assistance to you or to the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments at that time, I shall be glad to do so. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN D, MILLEr?. 


The Cuatrman. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:07 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene at 
10a. m., Thursday, May 17, 1951.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 17, 1951 


Unttep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE Executive DepaRTMENTs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., Senator 
Clyde R. Hoey, presiding. 

Present: Senators Hoey, Monroney, Underwood, Mundt, Smith of 
Maine, Schoeppel, and Dworshak. 

Also present: Senator Moody. 

Walter L. Reynolds, Chief Clerk. 

Senator Horny. The committee will come to order. Other com- 
mittee members will be here shortly. 

Senator McClellan asked me to take charge of the meeting. The 
first witness will be Mr. Frederick J. Lawton. Mr. Lawton, will you 
give your name, connection, and so forth, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK J. LAWTON, DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD B. MacPHAIL, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE DIVISION; AND CARL W. TILLER, 
ESTIMATES DIVISION 


Senator Horry. Mr. Lawton, would you rather read from your pre- 
pared statement without interruption and have us ask questions at 
the end of your statement ? 

Mr. Lawton. I would prefer that. 

Senator Horry. We will follow that course. 

Mr. Lawton. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am ap- 
pearing before you today to testify on S. 913, a bill which would amend 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. The purpose of this bill 
is to provide the Congress with a more effective method for evaluating 
and passing upon the fiscal requirements of the Government. 

For a number of years, first as a member of the staffs of the Treasury 
Department and the Bureau of the Budget and more recently as Di- 
rector of the Budget, I have had the privilege of working closely with 
many committees of Congress and seeing at first hand the complex 
and exacting job they face in reviewing and acting upon budgetary 
and fiscal measures. Because of this experience I feel that I might 
be most helpful if I gave you my own personal observations on the 
nature of the problem faced by Congress in approaching the Budget. 

The tremendous increase in the size and scope of the Federal Budget 
during recent years has produced entirely new and challenging prob- 
lems for the Congress. Forty years ago, the Federal Government’s 
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expenditures were less than $700 million or about 214 percent of our 
total national income. With such a level of Government, we could 
afford the then rather prevalent negative attitude toward the Govern- 
ment programs. Problewna presented by Government spending, by 
Government borrowing, or by debt management were dimly under- 
stood. Today that situation has been reversed. The economic and 
social implications of taxing, spending, borrowing, and debt manage- 
ment are of far-reaching importance to all of us. In a fiscal year, 
for example, when the costs of Government will amount to about 25 
percent of our national income, the Federal Budget is certainly one 
of the most significant factors in the economic and social life of the 
Nation. 

I have always been impressed with the knowledge and understand- 
ing which so many Members of Congress, particularly those on the 
Appropriations Committees, are able to bring to bear upon the tre- 
mendous number of budgetary issues which come before them. The 
budget is complex. It is necessarily so, because the Government itself 
is complex. Yet I feel that in approaching the budget, there is a 
tendency to immerse oneself in the complexity of the detail without 
first considering the broader and far more significant determinations 
which have generally dictated the size and scope of the budget. 

As I see it, the problem Congress faces in attempting to come to 
grips more realistically with the Goverment’s financial program is a 
twofold one. 

First, there is the problem of identifying and agreeing in Congress 
on the kind and amount of essential information needed to evaluate 
both the budget as a whole and its thousands of component parts. 

Second, there is the problem of providing within the Congress it- 
self, the kind of structure which can make the fullest and most 
effective use of this information. 

With respect to the first problem, I believe that there is a general 
misconception on the kind of information necessary to evaluate the 

validity of a budget. The size, scope, and direction of the President’s 

budget is not dictated by a multitude of unrelated decisions reached 
on individual items and activities. The major determinant in any 
budget is not how much money is needed to run a given activity effi- 
ciently. It is rather a determination on whether the activity iia 
be conducted at all and if so at what level. Yet decisions on indi- 
vidual activities must be made in the light of a host of factors—the 
expenditure and revenue outlook, economic conditions, provisions 
of existing law, and many others. 

These are the kinds of questions we face again and again in the 
preparation of the executive budget. Long before detailed estimates 
are prepared by the agencies, the basic decisions have been reached 
which, together with the requirements of existing law, dictate the 
broad outlines of the ensuing budget. 

It is essential at the outset that any budget be based on certain 
commonly understood and agreed upon forecasts and assumptions. 
Consideration must be given, for example, to probable levels of prices, 
wages, and employment, to national income and other economic fac- 
tors. Projections must be made as to the availability of materials, 
supplies and labor, and the possibility of competing demands for 
them. 
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It is essential also that expenditure projections take into account 
such factors as fixed requirements of law over which there can be 
little or no budgetary control, expenditures which must be made to 
meet obligations of the Government which have already been incurred, 
and expenditures which would arise under proposed legislation. 

On the revenue side, it is essential that careful consideration be 
given to the probable level of revenues under existing legislation and 
assumptions of economic activity. Consideration must be given 
similarly to the financial results of trust fund transactions, the bor- 
rowing and repayment of loans by Government corporations, the 
effect of expenditures upon receipts and the balla changes in 
public debt. In the light of all these factors, there come the basic 
decisions which govern both the expenditure requirements and the 
revenue estimates for the coming year. 

These are the major budget decisions. Their validity determines 
the size of the appropriation requests for large segments of the budget. 
A forecast of changed economic conditions when combined with 
requirements of exising law, for example, can change the expenditure 
requirements for veteran’s programs as much as $2 billion. The same 
assumption applied to other programs such as public assistance grants, 
can also add or subtract hundreds of millions in Federal expenditures. 

There must also be consideration of the probable volume of work 
which the Government will receive and which will require perform- 
ance in the budget year. There must be consideration of the quality 
of the work, the backlogs which accumulate, time limits imposed for 
carrying out various jobs by the nature of the task, as well as matters 
of organization, management, and methods to be followed. Judg- 
ments must be made as to the number of veterans’ claims to be received, 
average patient-stay in military hospitals, the traffic loads of the 
airports, and a host of other items. 

Finally, there must be the most painstaking and careful efforts made 
to see that the considerations I have just mentioned are applied uni- 
formly to all the items in the budget. 

The individual estimates of the agencies are reviewed and adjusted 
not only as individual items but also in relation to the assumptions, 
policies, and standards which have been adopted earlier. 

Certainly the Congress in its review of the budget should bring to 
bear, both with respect to the total budget and to its individual parts, 
all possible information that is required to view independently and 
with full understanding the expenditure needs of the Government. 
I am inclined to think, however, that this is not simply a matter of 
increasing the quantity of information to be placed before the Con- 
gress. Instead of being a matter of quantity, it would seem to be a 
matter of the relevance of information. That is to say, instead of 
knowing more about the lesser detail of budgetary proposals, the 
Congress might want to know more about those matters, issues, and 
problems that control the budget in its main elements and as a whole. 

Fortunately, the Congress already has available for its use a sizable 
amount of information which has a direct bearing upon the budget 
and the major considerations which underlie it—information which 
could be more helpful and pertinent to the Congress than some of the 
preliminary working papers of the agencies for which this bill calls. 





128 CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


This available information includes the estimates and justifications 
presented to the Appropriations Committees, the detailed work of the 
Appropriations Committees’ staffs, the valuable audit reports, as well 
as other reports and data, of the General Accounting Office, the excel- 
lent reports produced by the staff of this committee on expenditures, 
similar reports from the staff of the House Committee on Expendi- 
tures, the factual research available through the Legislative Refer- 
ence Service of the Library of Congress, the information pertaining to 
the budget developed by the Joint Committee on the Economic Report, 
the technical work of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Tax- 
ation, and the factual data which we of the Bureau of the Budget are 
always glad to provide. 

Although the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 defined the role 
of the Bureau of the Budget as that of a staff agency to the President, 
the act at the same time placed the informational resources of the 
Bureau at the disposal of the Congress. Over the years congres- 
sional committees, especially the House Appropriations Committee, 
have made interesting use of the Bureau along these lines. Year in 
and year out the Bureau has been called upon to prepare various spe- 
cial reports to aid committees in the discharge of their fiscal and other 
functions. In addition, as most of you know, informal staff contacts 
have developed between the congressional committees and the Bureau 
of the Budget. Through these staff contac ts the committees have been 
able to draw freely, and on an ever-incre asing variety of subjects, on 
the resources in knowledge and information we have tried to build up 
in the Bureau. 

While there has been considerable progress made within the Con- 
gress, particularly in recent years, in obtaining from the executive 
branch both the detailed and general information essential to an un- 
derstanding of the fiscal requirements of the agencies, there has been 
far less success in developing the organization and procedures within 
Congress to permit an adequate and full review of the information 
already available to it. 

There are three major types of congressional action which affect the 
budget—authorization, appropriations, and taxation measures. The 
authorizing bills are handled by the substantive committees; the ap- 
propri iations by the respective Committees on Appropriations, ‘and tax- 
ation bills by the Committee on Wa ays and Means in the House and 
Finance in the Senate. Nowhere does Congress pull the whole picture 
together. 

S. 913, in that it would reconstitute a Joint Committee on the Budget, 
represents an attempt to develop a more effective procedure for the 
portion of the budget task already handled by the Appropriations 
Committees. It would provide in effect an investigative committee and 
staff to do for the committees on appropriations that which the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation now does for the House 
Committee on Ways and Means and the Senate Committee on Finance. 

This new committee and staff would add to the facilities already 

vailable to the Appropriations Committees. Under the Legislative 
Reorganization Act, there is already authorization for the General 
Accounting Office to assist the Congress with expenditure analyses, 

and further, there is a provision for the Committees on Appropria- 
tions to provide themselves with whatever staff is necessary in order to 
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deal with the appropriation matters coming before them. While a 
joint staff as authorized by S. 913 might save overlapping and dupli- 
cation between the two Houses, I believe that the bill in this respect 
would be successful only if the Appropriations Committees themselves 
come to the conclusion that they want, and will use, such a joint staff. 

My criticism of S. 913 from the standpoint of equipping the Con- 
gress with a method of evaluating fiscal requirements is that it is 
essentially a measure aimed only at appropriations and not at the 
budget as a whole. Thermos tie joint committes would be investign- 
tive and advisory primarily with respect to the appropriation or ex 
penditure side of the budget. It touches only very lightly on the two 
equally significant aspects of budgetary consideration—revenue re- 
quirements and authorizing legislation. 

The revenue side of the budget must be coordinated with and con- 
sidered in relation to the expenditure side of the budget. For receipts 
and expenditures both affect the surplus or deficit and the public debt. 
It would seem appropriate for a committee on the budget to appraise 
total revenue as well as spending requirements. 

But, still more important, is the review of the fiscal effects—the 
effects upon following budgets—of authorizing legislation which is 
introduced and considered at any given session of Congress. Such a 
review is at present beyond the pur view of the Appropriations Com- 
mittees or any other single committee in either House. It would seem 
fundamental that in appraising the soundness of a legislation 
from the standpoint of public policy , the Congress should do so with a 
knowledge of its effect upon future fiscal policies. 

As I have pointed out on previous occasions, large segments of the 
Federal budget are required by authorizing legislation. Additional 
legislation authorizing expenditures is being ‘enacted every month 
the Congress is in session. To illustrate the effect which such author- 
izing legislation produces upon the budget, I might mention that the 
1952 budget, excluding the military programs which represent more 
than half of the budget, include more than $7.5 billion in expenditures 
to meet the requirements of legislation enacted by the Eightieth and 
Kighty-first Congresses alone. 

Furthermore, some authorizing legislation makes certain expendi- 
tures mandatory, as in the case of the Federal-aid highway program. 
Still other authorizing legislation makes available permanent appro- 
priations sometimes without regard to the need for these moneys in 
any single budget year, as in the case of the permanent appropr iation 
of an amount “equal to 30 percent of the customs’ receipts for ex- 
penditure on certain agricultural programs. 

A Joint Committee on the Budget, with the broad job just out- 
lined would not duplicate the present work of the Appropriations 
Committees on the appropriation requests placed before far but 
would instead provide Congress with a superior review of the whole 
budget situation. Such a joint committee might also be of further 
assistance to the Congress in dealing with such matters as determining 
the format of the budget, which w ould be most helpful to Congress in 
acting thereon, reviewing the many types of appropriations now 
found in our appropriation structure and providing for a arenes 
tion thereof, arriving (cooperatively with the executive branch) a 
a simple system of ‘ ‘Scorekeeping” on appropriations and other ex- 
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penditure authorizations, coordinating and digesting for the Congress 
the many matters pertaining to Government finance and spending that 
come to it from many sources, and generally assisting the Congress to 
get on top and stay on top of the budget. 

Finally, I should like to make this point: No matter what functions 
the Congress wishes to confer upon a joint committee or staff, I be- 
lieve it is essential that the respective responsibilities of the executive 
branch for preparing and presenting the budget and of the legislative 
branch for reviewing and enacting that budget should be kept sepa- 
rate. 

In response to an earlier request from this committee, I set forth, in 
a letter dated May 2, certain specific objections to three provisions in 
this bill, all of which I suggest be stricken. My letter deals with them 
in some detail, which I shall only summarize here. 

The first of these is subsection (j), which makes it— 
the duty of each agency of the Government to supply to the joint committee any 
copies of any budgetary request submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, which 
the joint committee or any subcommittee thereof may request, either for regu- 
lar or supplemental appropriations required for each fiscal year, With the de- 
tailed justification in support thereof. 

The same subsection contains authority for members of the staff 
of the joint committee— 
to attend hearings of the Bureau of the Budget at which representatives of 
agencies justify their budgetary requests. 

These provisions might easily endanger the effectiveness of the 
present procedures for the making of the executive budget. The 
budget requests mentioned here are only preliminary working papers. 
To make them a matter of formal legislative-executive record and to 
limit the free exchange of information and views in the course of 
budget preparation by providing for a third party to sit in on the 
hearings would make it much more difficult for the President to carry 
out his responsibilities for an executive budget. Furthermore, the 
plan suggested in subsection (j) would probably attract external 
pressures upon the Appropriations Committees to a much greater 
extent than at present, and hence might cause an even larger spend- 
ing program than otherwise. 

The second provision to which my letter objects are the words “dur- 
ing and after the preparation thereof” appearing in subsection (e) 
on lines 9 and 10 of page 4 of the bill. Insofar as this injects the legis- 
lative staff into the budget during the time it is in preparation, this 
provision parallels subsection (j), and is subject to the same objection. 

The third provision consists of the words “preliminary and other” 
appearing in subsection (i) on line 11 of page 7 of the bill. The prob- 
lem here is with the divulgence of eailhnaaiaay working papers, in 
contrast to the official estimate. 

In conclusion, let me point out that, once the President’s budget 
recommendations are determined, the Bureau of the Budget stands 
ready to assist the Members of Congress to obtain all the information 
which is pertinent to those recommendations. We concur completely 
in the objective of providing Congress with more effective means to 
evaluate and act wisely upon the budget of the United States. 

Senator Hory. Mr. Lawton, I have here your letter of May 2, 1951. 
With your permission we shall insert that in the record. 

Mr. Lawron. Yes, sir. 
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(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May 2, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Erecutive Departments, 
United States Senate, 
Room 249, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator McCLetiaAN: This is in reply to your request of February 
22, 1951, for the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 913, a bill “To amend 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for more effective evalua- 
tion of the fiscal requirements of the executive agencies of the Government of 
the United States.” 

The bill would rewrite and broaden section 138 of the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1946. Many of the bill’s provisions are concerned with the internal 
organization and procedures of the Congress. These are primarily matters for 
consideration and decision of the Congress itself, and I have no comments to make 
with respect to them. 

However, 8. 913 also contains certain provisions which pertain to the relation- 
ships between the legislative and the executive branches of the Government. 
Specifically, three subsections of the bill contain features which would seriously 
disrupt and handicap the entire budget procedure. These are as follows: 

“It shall be the duty of each agency of the Government to supply to the joint 
committee any copies of any budgetary request submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget, which the joint committee or any subcommittee thereof may request, 
either for regular or supplemental appropriations required for each fiscal year, 
with the detailed justifications in support thereof. Members of the staff of the 
joint committee are authorized to attend hearings of the Bureau of the Budget at 
which representatives of agencies justify their budgetary requests” (subsec. j). 

“Tt shall be the duty of the joint committee: (1) (A) to inform itself on all 
matters relating to the annual budget of the agencies of the United States Gov- 
ernment, during and after the preparation thereof * * *” (subsec.e). [Italics 
supplied. ] 

“Employees of the joint committee, upon the written authority of the chairman 
or vice chairman, shall have the right to examine the books, documents, papers, 
reports, preliminary, and other estimates of budget requirements, or other records 
of any agency of the United States Government. * * *” (subsec. i). [Italics 
supplied.] 

Except for the addition this year of the provision authorizing staff members 
of the proposed Joint Committee on the Budget to attend hearings of the Bureau 
of the Budget, these provisions are substantially the same as those contained 
last year in §S. 2898, Eighty-first Congress. Under date of February 16, 1950, 
I commented on the issues raised by these provisions and I informed you of 
the President’s objection to them. These issues are so basic to the concept of 
an Executive budget and the proper relationships between the legislative and 
executive branches that I feel it would be helpful to your committee to explain 
in some detail exactly what is involved. 

Prior to the enactment of the Budget and Accounting Act in 1921, the various 
agencies of the executive branch formulated individually and without Executive 
guidance appropriation requests which they presented to the Congress. These 
requests received no central review, reduction, or coordination. It was, there- 
fore, quite possible for proposals of the various agencies to be made on the basis 
of different assumptions with respect to economic conditions or general govern- 
mental needs, Differing requests could duplicate, or even conflict with each 
other. Under the circumstances, there was a natural tendency for an individual 
agency to request as much money as it thought feasible and there was no effort 
within the executive branch to relate the total requests to the financial resources 
of the Government. The Nation’s budget or financial program, therefore, merely 
represented the total sum of many uncoordinated and unrelated parts. 

The Budget and Accounting Act established the concept of an Executive 
budget for the United States Government. It placed responsibility squarely upon 
the President for preparing and presenting to the Congress a considered, com- 
prehensive, and cohesive annual budget which could serve as the basis for con- 
gressional review, modification, and enactment. The Bureau of the Budget was 
created by the same act to furnish the President with a budgetary staff, and 
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procedure was established so that the President could obtain the advice of the 
agencies and of the Bureau of the Budget before exercising his judgment on the 
appropriation requests which he would place before the Congress. While there 
have been improvements and refinements over the years in the procedures for 
preparing the budget, the general framework within which the President meets 
the requirement of the act that he transmits estimates “necessary in his judg- 
ment” to support the Government has remained unchanged. 

The budget requests of the agencies as presented to the Bureau of the Budget 
represent only a single step in placing before the President certain advice leading 
up to the exercise of his judgment on budget requests. Several months before 
budget requests are submitted, for example, the economic assumptions and fore- 
casts on which the forthcoming budget will be based are developed in meetings 
between the President, the Bureau of the Budget, and the heads of the various 
departments and agencies. On the basis of these assumptions and forecasts, 
specific ceilings are set for most of the major departments and agencies in 
advance of their budget submissions. These steps are fully as important as 
the detailed requests of the agencies since they provide the basic framework 
and policy within which the total budget is developed. It would be inappropriate 
for the Congress and congressional staff to obtain from the agencies copies of 
preliminary working papers which are merely suggestions of executive branch 
agencies to the President. In fact, the bill if adopted would result in furnish- 
ing to the legislative branch the advice of the President’s subordinates in the 
executive branch, before the President himself has had an opportunity to receive 
that advice, consider it, and formulate his own recommendations, 

It would also be inappropriate for personnel from the legislative branch to 
sit in on hearings and other discussions between the Bureau of the Budget and 
other executive branch agencies. These discussions are not hearings in the 
legislative sense; they are often in the nature of informal conferences of staff 
members. As in the case of budget requests, the hearing is but an individual 
step in a necessarily long and complex process which begins 8 months before 
the transmission in meetings between the President, the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Cabinet officers. In addition, it should be noted that many of the recom- 
mendations contained in the budget are not necessarly based on information 
developed at hearings, but rather on a detailed knowledge of agency operations 
and requirements obtained by Bureau of the Budget staff through field trips and 
direct examination of agency programs throughout the year. 

Furthermore, it is not clear how the examination of the preliminary data could 
help Congress in its consideration of the budget. The early budget estimates are 
subject to modification throughout the budget season as the figures are analyzed, 
as the agencies modify their suggestions, as the Bureau of the Budget finds fur- 
ther means of recommending reductions in requirements, and as the President 
exercises his judgment on various phases of the work program and legislative 
program which he will recommend. 

As you probably know, the original suggestions for appropriations presented 
to the Bureau of the Budget are often considerably above the sums which the 
President finally approves for presentation to the Congress. Unless there were 
an analysis and justification of the President’s own judgment and an explanation 
by the President of the exercise of his own discretion on each individual item 
a comparison between the amounts requested by the agencies and those trans- 
mitted to the Congress would have little meaning. Participation by Congress in 
the processes leading to the exercise of Presidential judgment and the circulation 
outside the President’s own office of working papers, memoranda, and unreviewed 
data would defeat the concept of an Executive budget and destroy proper relation- 
ships between the President and the Congress on the one hand and between the 
President and his subordinate officials on the other. 

It is for these reasons that the President has instructed me to inform you 
of his opposition to the enactment of S. 913 in its present form. Specifically, 
subsection j) should be stricken from the bill and subsections (e) and (i) 
should be amended to omit the references to preliminary estimates and to the 
period when the budget is in preparation. 

S. 913 contains one other section which pertains primarily to relationships 
between the legislative and the executive branches. This provision, not con- 
tained in S. 2898, reads as follows: 

“Qualified members of the staff of the Bureau of the Budget shall, at the request 
of the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives or the 
Senate, or any subcommittee thereof, be assigned to attend executive sessions of 
the subcommittees of the appropriations committees and to explain the content 
and basis of proposed appropriations” (subsection k). 
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The budget of the United States is necessarily a complex subject, related as it 
is to the whole program of the Government, the financial condition of the Treas- 
ury, the economic condition of the Nation, the administrative management of the 
various agencies, and the prices which must be paid for the goods and services 
involved. It is my view that once the President’s recommendations are prepared, 
the Congress should be given the full benefit of any information that we have 
which is pertinent to those recommendations. Certainly, the Bureau of the 
Budget which has spent many months assisting the President in the preparation 
of the budget, can be of help to the Congress in understanding the basis for the 
estimates and the underlying economic assumptions and program decisions. 

While responsibility for testifying on and justifying in detail the individual 
appropriation estimates must rest with the individual agencies concerned, there 
may be occasions when our staff could be of help to the committees. I can assure 
you that in such cases the resources of the Bureau of the Budget are always 
available to the various committees of Congress and that we stand ready to 
attend congressional committee sessions, either open or closed. 

This is not a new policy, so far as the Bureau of the Budget is concerned. 
As you know, the Budget and Accounting Act, since 1921, has provided: 

“The Bureau shall, at the request of any committee of either House of Con- 
gress having jurisdiction over revenue or appropriations, furnish the committee 
such aid and information as it may request.” 

If your committee feels that subsection (k) is necessary or desirable in addi- 
tion to the requirement contained in the Budget and Accounting Act, the Bureau 
of he Budget would, of course, have no objection to its enactment. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director. 

Senator Moopy. On top of page 5 you bring up a point that seems to 
me to be not widely enough understood and to be very important in 
handling the budget in such a way as to bring about the greatest 
amount of practical economy. 

As I understand, your point, Mr. Lawton, is that a large propor- 
tion of the budget is set in authorizing legislation rather than in the 
actual budget, and by the time the budget reaches the Congress action 
is virtually academic on that, that the way to save money 1s to change 
the basic law rather than to hope to do so in the budget for a number of 
items, is that correct ? 

Mr. Lawron. That is true for a number of items. My principal 
point is that Congress, when it acts on legislation, should know the 
fiscal effects of that legislation as well as its other effects on the public 
generally. 

Senator Moopy. Would you be in accord with the suggestion made 
by the Senator from Kansas yesterday, Senator Schoeppel, that when 
a bill is brought before the Congress that an estimate should be made 
of what that is going to cost in the authorizing legislation ? 

Mr. Lawron. I certainly think that Congress should know the cost 
of important legislation. Whether it is required to be put in the legis- 
lation or in the committee report is a matter of question. I think in 
some cases cost has been a main factor in the passage or nonpassage of 
legislation. 

Senator Moopy. Thank you. 

Senator Horny. Mr. Lawton, I notice another suggestion which you 
make which is rather important, and that is that some of these appro- 
priations authorizations are continuing. With respect to the agricul- 
ture receipts from customs, a certain definite amount goes to them 
without regard to whether they need it or not. 

Mr. Lawton. That is correct. 

Senator Hory. It seems to me it should be modified to give them 
what they need, rather than to give to any agency of government 
without regard to its needs. 
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Mr. Lawton. In that case we recommended repeal of that particu- 
lar provision three or four times. The situation which results is that 
normally when the country is in times of greatest prosperity, and 
when the consumption of farm products is at its highest, this money 
is available for surplus removal. That is the time when there is less 
need for surplus removal and more customs revenue. Usually the 
higher the revenue picture goes the higher the appropriation goes and 
the less need there is for it. 

Senator Hory. Senator Smith? 

Senator Smrru. I have no questions. 

Senator Horry. Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator Scuorrret. I note on page 5 there is a statement to which 
the Senator from Michigan made reference a few moments ago, where 
you refer to the 1952 budget, excluding the military programs which 
represent more than half the budget, include more than $7.5 billion 
in expenditures to meet the requirements of legislation enacted by the 
Eightieth and Eighty-first Congresses alone. I am sure that you do 
not want to leave the impression by that statement that the Congress 
itself in those two sessions, by legislation that was not requested or 
by its own activities alone, increased the budget by that amount. 

Mr. Lawron. No. 

Senator Scuorrret. Is it a fair statement for me to make that when 
the President’s message comes down, as it does, there are recommen- 
dations which the administration and all of us in Congress evaluate 
as to whether it is necessary or not necessary? If it is thought neces- 
sary, we implement that program by legislation, which costs money. 
That is working directly in conjunction with the suggested recom- 
mendations on the part of the President. Isn’t that the case? 


Mr. Lawton. Yes. My point is not directed at all to the fact that 
this legislation, in whole or in part, any of it, is necessarily bad legis- 
lation. My point is a this: That Congress, in a great majority 

d 


of those instances—I would say in most of them—didn’t know what 
the cost of that legislation was at the time they enacted it. 

Senator Scnorrre.. I will agree with you thoroughly. 

Mr. Lawron. That is my whole point there. 

Senator Scnorrret. I think it is a point well taken, too. Frequently 
we have matters of legislation, bills introduced, that call for expendi- 
tures of funds, and we don’t know what the far-reaching effect might 
be. Hence, yesterday one of the witnesses who appeared before us— 
it is not original with me—I have heard it discussed that it would 
be a most enlightening approach if those who introduced legislation 
involving the appropriation of money would, at the time that is intro- 
duced, support that legislation with a tentative and approximate 
cost of what the cost would be. It might prove most helpful. 

Mr. Lawron. My point is that this is just one facet of budget mak- 
ing that is necessarily a part of the congressional consideration of that 
legislation. 

There are frequently complaints about the cost of legislation after 
it is on the statute books and when the appropriations come up. 

Senator Scuorrre.. I have no further questions. 

Senator Horry. Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHax. Yesterday I paid a compliment to the Bureau 
of the Budget. Because of my experience on both the Appropria- 
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tions Committees of the House and Senate I do think that the Budget 
Bureau does exceptionally fine work in trying to curb the spending 
proclivities of some of the agencies, It is paradoxical that these de- 
partments send requests for probably 25 to 50 percent more money 
than they need with which to operate in a certain fiscal year, and 
it devolves upon the Bureau of the Budget to scrutinize and analyze 
those requests and come out with a workable answer. 

I think you do a very fine job. It is not generally recognized that 
that is done. Possibly greater economy could be effected if carried 
through. But I realize your limitations along that line, too, from a 
political standpoint. 

I would like to ask a few questions, Mr. Chairman, about Federal 
employment of civilian personnel. We are hearing much these days 
about the lack of office accommodations in the Capital. Yet we are 
employing about 50,000 or 60,000 civilians every month, with four or 
five thousand influx into Washington every month. It is recognized 
that we are facing an emergency of a kind. Yet I wonder if the 
Bureau of the Budget is doing everything within its power to stabilize 
Federal civilian employment. Can you give us a very brief state- 
ment on that? 

Mr. Lawron. The question, of course, of employment stems pri- 
marily from the kind of a job you have to do in a given year. Cur- 
rently the major increase in employment is due to the defense pro- 
gram. I have had some figures here for employment as of December 
31—I don’t have any later figures with me. At that time employment 
was about 2,200,000. 

Senator Dworswak. It is about 2,400,000 now. 

Mr. Lawton. It will be about 2,700,000 next year. Of the 2,200,000 
people, 45 percent were in the Department of Defense; 22 or nearly 
23 percent in the Post Office Department, about 8 percent in the Vet- 
erans’ Administration. This is a total of three-quarters. Those 
agencies, Defense Department, Post Office, and Veterans’ account for 
three-quarters of the total. 

There are 23 percent or about 510,000 in the other departments 
and agencies of the Government. In the case of the Department of 
Defense you have a number of jobs that you can fill by a military man 
or by a civilian. For example, this applies to an airfield, a quarter- 
master depot or other places. If you A jobs with military men, it 
will cost you about $5,300 a year per man. If you fill them with 
civilians it will cost $3,200 or $3,400 per job. Besides that, in using 
uniformed personnel, you are utilizing personnel that might other- 
wise be devoted to combat. We have adopted the general principle 
in connection with dealing with the military budget that for jobs 
which can be filled by sistema, they should be filled by civilians in 
order to hold down the number of inductions necessary for the Armed 
Forces more nearly to those required for effective combat use, and at 
less cost. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Of course, everybody agrees with the logic of 
that statement. It is better to release military personnel when 
civilians can be employed to do a particular kind of work. But I am 
wondering if the Bureau of the Budget has undertaken any studies to 
determine whether a lot of this additional personnel is necessary, or 
whether there seems to be the feeling that the emergency requires 
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thousands and thousands of additional employees. I hear reports 
from many employees of the Federal Government that they do not 
have anything to do, they are given a desk and sit there. I have had 
ae pes actually tell me that they are severing connections with the 

ederal Government because their conscience will not permit them 
to sit there and accept salaries when they do not do any necessary 
work. 

Does the Bureau of the Budget ever make any surveys or investi- 
gations of such conditions to determine whether there is a wastage 
of personnel ? 

Mr. Lawton. We have made some. We haven’t been able to make 
nearly as many as I would like to. I think that complaint probably 
is more prevalent in a number of newer agencies that were established, 
particularly those established under the Defense Production Act 
recently. When the recruitment began, you had your force on duty 
and you began a recruitment job. That job in some cases progressed 
a little more rapidly than the job of issuing regulations and providing 
the work which those employees would necessarily have to perform 
ut a later date. I think that probably has been true. It has also been 
true in some cases where you have had lags and delays in securing ma- 
terials, For example, you have had more people in some of the 
quartermaster depots and other depots than were necessary because 
of delay in productioin schedules. 

I think that happens more frequently in accelerating or rapidly 
increasing programs than it does in normal programs. 

In other cases we have considerable backlogs by reason of the fact 
that there is not enough personnel. 

The question of personnel utilization is one on which Mr. Ramspeck 
and I are attempting to work out some common method of approach, 
whereby we will use the civil-service inspectors to call to our attention 
cases and occasions where there appears to be excesses of personnel. 
We are working on that approach at the present time and are attempt- 
ing to come out in the next couple of weeks with a program for man- 
power utilization. 

Senator DworsHax. I am very happy to hear you make that state- 
ment, because at a time when there is a shortage of manpower in in- 
dustry, agriculture, and in the defense military installations, certainly 
the Government should not be in a position of hoarding manpower. 
Full utilization should be made of Federal personnel. 

Mr. Lawton. That is one of the scarcest commodities we will have. 

Senator DworsHak. Under those circumstances it seems to me that 
the Bureau of the Budget should see to it that not only all possible 
economies might be effected in the handling of Federal payrolls but 
that the fullest use be made. 

Mr. Lawton. I agree with that, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. Under the Reorganization Act is it not re- 
quired that the President, in submitting a reorganization plan, pro- 
vide an estimate of the cost of that plan? 

Mr. Lawton. The savings that will be made. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. That has not been done to a great extent, has 
it, within your knowledge? cram 

Mr. Lawron. Specific amounts in only a few cases, that is right. 
A good many of those reorganization plans did not transfer or abolish 
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any functions. They represented transfers of authorities for reor- 
ganization on parts of agencies, 

The Treasury Department has made, through management studies 
and organization changes under the authority granted it by reorgani- 

zation ‘plan, considerable changes in Internal ‘Revenue. These have 
not resulted in a reduction of personnel because the total job of 
revenue collection is considerably greater than it was. The increase 
in personnel, however, was held to a much lower level by reason of 
management improvements which have been made through mechani- 
zation and changes in assignments of functions. 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Lawton, what is your most recent esti- 
mate of the Federal budget during the next fiscal year? 

Mr. Lawron. We haven’t changed the estimate for the 1952 budget 
for two reasons. First, we still have the foreign-aid budget to submit 
in detail. Second, the Congress has not completed action on any of 
the major appropriation bills as yet. 

The probabilities are that it may be slightly under, but not very 
much, the original figure—$71 -600.000.000 in exependitures. The 
revenue figures would be higher. 

Senator DworsHaxk. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Lawton, could you tell us in the average 
Government department or office who is charged with direct respon- 
sibility for the housekeeping or efficiency? Pick an agency out of 


your mind. Who is the one that serves as an office manager would 
serve in a corporation to be sure that the work is evenly divided, that 
yeople are not assigned to tasks that have faded away, and the work- 
saa become obsolete and no longer exist. 

Who determines whether one man has more secretaries assigned to 


him than he needs? What is the management technique ? 

Mr. Lawton. The principal managerial officer in the average de- 
partment is the administrative assistant secretary. 

Senator Monronry. Is he a career man? 

Mr. Lawton. Yes. He is required to be appointed from the career 
service. These positions were established under the reorganization 
plans submitted under the current Reorganization Act of 1949. 

They exist in four or five of the departments and agencies. It is 
not a uniform pattern. Some of the plans were not adopted. They 
exist in Treasury, for example, and Interior, Labor, and Commerce. 
Under this official there are generally grouped the functions of per- 
sonnel, internal management, management engineering, if you will, 
and budget making. These functions head up through the adminis- 
trative assistant secretaries. 

Several of them have groups of organization and methods and 
management people that operate under them and also operate through- 
out the various bureaus. In the major bureaus there are also staffs 
of a similar nature. Internal Revenue, as I mentioned, has that kind 
of staff, in addition to a committee which the ey. appointed 
because of the major problems faced within the Bureau. That com- 
mittee was headed by the former Under Secretary, Mr. Wi iggins, 

The Commerce Department, for example, has an organization-and- 
methods group that operates under the administrative Assistant Secre- 
tary, and, in turn, the major bureaus such as Civil Aeronautics and 
Census, and several others, have their own management groups. The 
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central group reviews the programs or projects which these bureau 
staffs are undertaking for improvement of management. Frequently 
the departmental staffs work with and supervise them. 

We also have utilized in the last 2 years rather extensively the 
services of outside management engineers. The Military Establish- 
ment brought in Heller Associates. Currently, in the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, another firm, Booz, Allen & Hamilton, is engaged in 
making surveys. 

The different branches of the military services have had particular 
studies made. In the military services management work is headed 
up under a committee for management which has been composed of 
an assistant secretary of the three military departments under the 
genes! direction of General McNarney, representing the Secretary of 

efense. 

What I am saying is that there is a fairly well defined pattern in the 
major departments and agencies. In the smaller departments quite 
frequently the budget office has a combined task of budget and manage- 
ment. 

Senator Monroney. That is your budget office? 

Mr. Lawton. No, sir; the budget office of the smaller agency. 

Senator Monroney. Would it not be better if that budget oflice in 
all the agencies had direct authority to say “No.” I think what we 
need is a few more “No” men in each department, and some person is 
going to have to answer higher up, when he comes to your budget 
office, as to why he has to have so many clerks, stenographers, and why 
they can’t make good with what they have, with 10 or 15 percent less 
in certain spots. 

You are not going to get economy or saving of manpower or any- 
thing else just by making speeches. You have to take a surgeon’s knife 
and go through this thing from top to bottom. Somebody has to have 
the management job in every single office to say, “Let’s get along with- 
out this person; let’s consolidate this work; let’s find ways of doing 
the job less expensively.” 

Mr. Lawton. In certain of the services that are common to a num- 
ber of agencies and departments such as personnel functions, main- 
tenance of accounts, voucher auditing, segments of the accounting 
set-up, payrolling, and property work, we have adopted general stand- 
ards which we apply. In some cases these standards represent a ratio 
between the eames of employees in the agency and the number of 
employees allowed to perform a common service. Other ratios are 
based on some standard of work-load performance. 

The standard may be that one person is expected to handle so many 
hundred, say, 3,200, vouchers. The agencies are required to justify 
any deviation from that standard. 

It is the job of the budget people in the department to reach or im- 
prove that standard of performance. To that extent there is a central 
review of operations of acommon type. We have made studies on cer- 
tain other operations, largely common to two or three agencies, such as 
claims review, card punch operations, things of that sort, where we 
have attempted to set a standard of performance that would be a 
good day’s work. 

Senator Monroney. A yardstick of performance? 
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Mr. Lawron. A yardstick of the output for a day. One of the 
agencies which has done a considerable amount of work in this field 
and has raised its standards materially is the old-age and survivors 
insurance activity in Baltimore. 

In the case of the Post Office there has been an improvement over 
the past 5 years in the output performance of the postal service. That 
is due to the fact that the group responsible for methods and manage- 
ment has acquired more experience. It is partly borne out by the fact 
that, despite an increase in postal service costs of some $900,000,000 due 
to pay and transportation increases, the deficit has still remained well 
below that figure. 

Since 1945, the Post Office has had four employee pay increases and 
one transportation increase which in amount have been more than 
double the increase in the deficit. 

In general, the fact that the deficit is not larger than it is represents 
an improvement in the operations of the service in terms of greater 
output per man. The Post Office is currently working on several 
methods of mechanization to improve the quality of the service at 
a lower cost. 

For example, they are developing a new system of sorting that was 
established in the Dallas post office. This is being applied to several 
other post offices. It has proved to get a larger output per man-day 
worked. Things of that sort are going on. 

You never will reach 100 percent, but I hope and expect that through 
a continuation of these kinds of management improvement efforts 
we can reach a much higher degree of manpower and materials utili- 
zation and a much more effective and efficient operation than we have 
at the present time. 

Senator Monroney. Regarding efforts being made in this Congress 
by legislation, and pretty rigid legislation to restrict anybody from em- 
ploying and filling vacancies of people who quit; that offers an excel- 
lent chance if it is not too rigid, if there is somebody at the top, to be 
sure that you don’t have all the bookkeepers gone and nobody to keep 
books, or all the stenographers quit and no one for your executives 
to dictate to. 

I realize that you can’t just lay down a hard and fast rule but it 
seems to me that some power, some way for rationalization of this 
painless way of reducing personnel and making these different depart- 
ments justify the employment of people to fill jobs which have been 
vacated would certainly lead to some degree of economy. 

Mr. Lawton. I think there are, of course, some possibilities in that. 
I do not want to argue the Jensen amendment here at the moment. 
In the first place, it has exempted far more people than it has included. 

Secondly, it is indiscriminate, particularly with respect to smaller 
organizations. I can cite one personal example from our own organi- 
zation in the handling of the new 1952 military budget. Our group 
that worked on that budget averaged 70 hours a week for 6 weeks. 

To reduce that force 20 percent would simply mean that they would 
either have to operate on about a 90-hour-week basis, or else the job 
would take a great deal longer, and other work would have to go by 
the board in the meantime. The question of an actually painless way 
to reduce personnel is a rather difficult one. The Jensen amendment 
is painless to the particular individuals who leave the Government. 
service because you do not have a reduction in force. 

84329—51—10 
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But if at the same time there is an increased workload, it means 
generally that that work is either performed poorly or it is let go by 
the board. It may result in letting some work go that perhaps in 
sum total would not make too much difference. 

It will result in some cases in getting a good deal of the work done 
without any appreciable effect on the welfare of the Nation. It is 
not discriminatory in the sense that appropriations are voted, decided, 
and handled on an individual basis. 

A rider of the Jensen type disregards cases where the Congress 
has made a deep cut and cases where it may not have made any cut. 
The “meat ax” approach is effective in the sense that you cut total 
costs, but you don’t know always quite what you are doing when you 
make them. 

Senator Monronry. I agree that it has some dangers. It seems 
to me if it were modified to where somebody would have to justify 
the reemployment of jobs vacated, so that you would have some con- 
trol over the people who now automatically fill every single vacancy 
as fast as it occurs, that you might have an approach there that would 
help you to reduce personnel. 

Mr. Lawron. That may be true. 

Senator Monronry. One other thing. Has there been much con- 
sideration given to capital expenditures budget as well as your current 
expenditure budget? It seems to me that in trying to search for the 
true story on Government spending we have to figure the expenses 
that we put out every year that are out the window and gone, and 
that is personnel and current expenditure. 

But each year in the budget there are hundreds of millions, if not 
billions, of dollars that represent an investment which in industry or 
local units of government would be carried on a long-term basis. 

Mr. Lawton. That runs into quite a few billions of dollars. We 
have prepared and published in the last two budgets an analysis which 
shows the investment side of the budget. We haven’t attempted to 
set up the budget on an investment basis although we have in the per- 
formance type budget segregated capital from operating expenditures 
in each item where it is possible. 

We have published in the 1951 and 1952 budgets special analysis 
showing the so-called capital and investment items that include ex- 
penditures for the acquisition of physical assets as well as loans and 
other items of that type. For example, in 1952 the estimated expendi- 
tures for the acquisition of physical assets by the Federal Govern- 
ment, excluding military purchases, were $334 billion. 

The expenditures for current aids or grants for various purposes, 
as distinct from investment-type expenditures, amount to about $14 
billion, mainly to business, agriculture, veterans, and foreign countries. 

Senator Monroney. Those are not necessarily physical assets ? 

Mr. Lawton. They are not physical assets in one sense, and in an- 
other sense they are aiding others to acquire physical assets. 

Senator Monroney. What I am talking about are the public works 
capital expenditures which over a period of 30 or 50 years will keep 
on rendering definite public service, but they are written off every 
year as if they were nothing more than a leaf-raking project. 

The highways, for example, in the States, I would include in that; 
also public buildings and hydroelectric programs. Items like that 
are actually investments and not expenditures. 
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Mr. Lawton. For the acquisition of Federal physical assets, enchad- 
ing military programs, the 1952 budget includes a total of about $2, 
600, 000,000 for public works and over $1,100,000,000 for major equip 
ment and related items. For non-Federal physical assets, such things 
as highway aid, school construction, things of that sort which are 
still physical assets but are held in the hands of State or local govern- 
ments, Federal funds will increase these by about $700,000,000 in 1952. 
So in total about $4,400,000,000 are for acquisition or improvement of 
Federal, State, and local physical assets. 

Senator Monroney. That was actually not spent in terms of cur- 
rent expenditures but were for physical improvements of long-term 
duration ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. Some of those are items which are 
revenue producing. Others are items which are revenue protecting, 
as in the case of flood control. In the course of some of your loan 
programs you also create assets. The REA loans, for example, and 
the housing loans. 

Senator Monroney. As to Fanny Mae money, that was brought to 
my mind a year or two ago, when as to the Fede ral Mortgage Insurance 
Company, Congress put up about $900,000,000, if I remember cor- 
rectly, and that was written off, as far as the average budgetary con- 
sideration is concerned, as an expenditure. 

Actually you have $900,000,000 worth of first mortgage loans that 
any life insurance company or any other business would “have carried 
as a very definite current asset. 

Mr. Lawton. But the reverse is true in 1952 because we will have 
some $500,000,000 returned to the Treasury from those same assets. 
We are counting that also. 

Senator Monroney. It seems to me that that kind of fuzzes up your 
budget where you get $900,000,000 against you one year and a $500,- 
000, 000 windfall the next. I don’t know of” any kind of business that 

‘an work with that kind of a fiseal system. The public cannot discern 
those things. When you talk of Federal expenditures they think 
this is pay roll expenses and this is current expenses, instead of giving 
some consideration to what is investment and what is a long-term 

-apital investment. 

Mr. Lawton. We have talked and studied the subject of investment 
capital budgets at various times. We have run into a lot of imponder- 
ables in the business of evaluating assets. What are physical assets? 
How do you depreciate or amortize them ? 

If you go to a capital budget you should amortize your investment 
so that at the end of its useful life you are ready to replace it with 
funds at hand. You cannot do that with an airfield, or craft carrier, 
even though they represent capital investment. 

Senator Hoey. In military equipment you cannot do it. 

Mr. Lawton. You also get into a problem in such areas as grants 
to States. While some grant programs create physical assets, these 
physical assets are in the hands of a State or local government. 
There have been various proposals for capital budgeting from both 
inside and outside Government. The purpose of many of these pro- 
posals, however, was frequently to start a huge expansion program by 
placing it unler a capital budget tent rather than going through an 
annual appropriation procedure. 
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Senator Monroney. I thought in connection with the better under- 
standing by Congress and the need perhaps for some better stafling of 
our appropriations committee on a joint basis, those things could be 
brought out and made a little clearer to Congress, and through them 
to the public, as to just what part of these expenses are gone forever 
and what part do represent long-term gain for the country. 

Mr. Lawron. As I say, we have shown that in considerable detail in 
the budget. But is it pretty far back in the book. Not many people 
get that far back. I am afraid. 

Senator Monroney. That is all that [ have. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Lawton. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Senator Hory. At this point I should like to place in the record 
a copy of a letter which the chairman of this committee wrote to the 
Secretary of the Treasury with reference to authorizations to expend 
from public debt receipts and permanent appropriations in the Fed- 
eral budget together with a reply of Acting Secretary Foley which sets 
forth considerable detail regarding those items, and the expenditures 
that are made under these authorizations without adequate annual 
review by the Congress. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


Unttep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, 
January 25, 1951. 
Hon. Joon W. SNYDER, 
Secretary of the Treasury, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. SECRETARY: In our consideration of various aspects of the current 
budget document there arises once again a number of large “authorizations to 
expend from public debt receipts.” I understand that these items are inserted 
annually in the budget document to fill out the expenditure picture, and have 
never been considered by the Appropriations Committee of either the Senate or 
the House of Representatives despite the constitutional requirement that “no 
money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in consequence of appropriations 
made by law.” 

Similarly, there appear in the current budget document various permanent 
appropriations, both definite and indefinite in size, which, once enacted, auto- 
matically go into effect each fiscal year until repealed. While they do not con- 
flict with the constitutional prohibition cited above, they are objectionable insofar 
as they also escape the fresh consideration which Congress should give annually 
to all aspects of Federal spending in the light of changing conditions. 

I am giving thought to urging this committee to submit legislation to require 
annual scrutiny and action by the two Appropriations Committees on both types 
of items, regardless of what other legislative consideration they may receive. 
I shall, therefore, appreciate your furnishing us with available informatioa 
covering (a) complete lists of relevant items over recent years, ()) the reasons 
or circumstances for their initial selection and continuation, (c) possible statu- 
tory changes to correct the situation, and (d@) such views pro and con as you 
may have on the subject. 

Your early consideration and attention will be especially helpful. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN L. McCLetian, Chairman. 


Tue SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, March 14, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLeLLAn, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of January 25, 1951, 
acklowledged on January 26, relating to authorizations to expend from public 
debt receipts and permanent appropriations in the Federal budget. You state 
that you are giving thought to urging your committee to submit legislation requir- 
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ing annual scrutiny and action by the Appropriations Committees on both types 
of items, regardless of other legislative consideration they may receive. 

It may be helpful to review some of the background relating to these items. 
It has been the practice of Congress in some instances to authorize expenditures 
by providing in basic legislation that the expenditures shall be treated as public 
debt transactions. This means that authority is given for the use of the proceeds 
realized from the issuance of public debt securities to be expended for the purposes 
of the act. Such congressional authorizations to use public debt receipts either 
have provided for the expenditures to be made directly by the Treasury, or for 
Government corporations or agencies to borrow funds from the Treasury with 
which to make the expenditures. Expenditures under such authorizations are 
construed by the Treasury and the General Accounting Office as withdrawals 
from the Treasury pursuant to appropriations. Regardless of whether direct 
appropriations or public debt transactions are used to finance expenditures the 
effect on the amount of the outstanding public debt and the amount of Federal 
pudgetary expenditures would be the same. 

The public debt transaction technique was first employed in 1982 when Con- 
gress authorized the Treasury (Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, ap- 
proved January 22, 1932) to supply funds to the Reconstruction Finance Corpo- 
ration in exchange for notes of the Corporation. The underlying theory was 
that the expenditures financed by such borrowings would be of a recoverable 
nature and that repayments would be used to retire public debt. It should be 
noted, however, that shortly thereafter the Congress authorized the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation to make advances to other Government agencies to be 
used for various purposes, including substantial outlays for recovery and relief. 
Subsequently the Congress authorized the Secretary of the Treasury to cancel 
notes of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation in the total amount of these 
advances. The result of these actions was to make indirect appropriations from 
the Treasury to finance certain expenditures of a nonrecoverable nature. 

In some cases the Appropriations Committees of the Congress have given con- 
sideration to authorizations in the nature of public debt transactions and have 
included them in appropriation bills. For example, the General Appropriation 
Act, 1951 (Public Law 759, 8ist Cong., approved September 6, 1950), contains 
authorizations for the Rural Electrification Administration and the Farmers 
Home Administration to borrow from the Treasury to carry out their loan pro- 
grams, such borrowings to be treated as public-debt transactions. For your con- 
venient reference there are attached excerpts of this law. 

Also of interest in this connection is the following comment of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations which is taken from House Report No. 384 on the 
Department of Agriculture appropriation bill, fiscal year 1950: 

Page 29: “Farmers Home Administration: * * * The budget estimates 
are for direct appropriation from the Treasury. In former years the farm tenant 
loans were authorizations to borrow from the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion. The committee sees no reason why the funds for these programs should not 
be loan authorizations rather than appropriations since they are to be repaid to 
the Treasury. In this connection they are no different from loans for the rural 
electrification program. The committee has, theretofore, eliminated the direct 
appropriations of the funds referred to and has included in the bill instead loan 
authorizations, the money to be borrowed from the Secretary of the Treasury, 
as is now the case with REA loans.” 

Since authorizations by Congress to treat expenditures as public-debt transac- 
tions constitute appropriations, whether this type of authorization is to be con- 
tinued seems to be a matter for the Congress to determine. For your information 
there is attached a list of recent authorizations to expend from public-debt 
receipts. 

With regard to permanent appropriations, the 1952 budget document contains 
a complete listing of this type of appropriation, beginning on page 1001, showing 
amounts appropriated for the fiscal year 1950 and estimates for 1951 and 1952. 
This table includes a reference for each appropriation item to the United States 
Code or applicable statute relating to the legal authority for the appropriation. 
Each permanent appropriation is also set forth in the detailed obligation sched- 
ules in the budget document with an explanation of its purpose and of the 
program being carried on. It seems to me that the disclosure of information 
pertaining to permanent appropriations in the annual budget gives the Apppro- 
priations Committees ample opportunity to question representatives of the 
agencies administering the appropriations and to take remedial legislative action 
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if there is evidence that the mandate of the Congress is not being carried out. 
You may be interested in table 27, page 529, part IV, of the ‘Combined statement 
of receipts, expenditures, and balances of the United States Government, 1950,” 
which reflects the expenditures and balances for each permanent appropriation. 
Similar tables have been included in combined statements for prior years. 

The Permanent Appropriations Repeal Act, 1934 (approved June 26, 1934, 48 
Stat. 1224), repealed a number of permanent appropriations that had been on 
the books for varying periods of time. In its consideration of that act com- 
mittees of the Congress heard testimony of representatives of many agencies of 
the Government, including the Comptroller General of the United States. After 
careful consideration of this testimony the Congress allowed certain appropria- 
tions to remain permanent in character. 

Except for information published in the committee reports and hearings in 
connection with the Permanent Appropriations Repeal Act, the Treasury has no 
information on the justification of permanent appropriations relating to other 
agencies. In the case of the Treasury Department there are several permanent 
appropriations where I believe that no good purpose would be served by con- 
version to approprpiations of an annual type. The appropriation to pay interest 
on the public debt is a good example. The full faith and credit of the United 
States stands behind the payment of interest on the public. debt in the same way 
that it is pledged to the payment of the public-debt principal. The interest must 
be paid and it is very important in order to maintain the high standard of the 
Government’s credit that it be paid on time. I know that this view is fully 
shared by the Congress. However, if the interest appropriation were included 
in annual appropriation bills, it is possible that a delay in enactment of appro- 
priations might some day delay a payment of interest due on the public debt. 

Another example of a permanent, indefinite appropriation where nothing would 
be gained if it were changed to an annual appropriation is the amount re- 
quired each year to refund overpayments of income taxes and Other inter- 
nal revenue collections. The larger part of these refunds arises out of over- 
witholding of personal income taxes. Because interest is paid on refunds of 
taxes it is important that the refunds be made promptly to avoid unnecessar) 
interest expense. Toward the end of the fiscal year 1948, when the refund ap- 
propriation was annual in character, it was necessary to suspend payment of 
refunds for a period of several weeks because the appropiration was exhausted. 
Congress had made a substantial reduction in the appropriation which it was 
necessary for it to restore in order to complete the refund program for that 
year. In May 1948, when the House Appropriations Committee was considering 
a supplemental estimate of appropriation to enable payment of refunds to com- 
plete the program, Treasury representatives requested that the committee give 
consideration to establishing the appropriation on a permanent, indefinite basis. 
The report of the House Appropriations Committee (Rep. No, 2089—S80th 
Cong., 2d sess.) on the supplemental Treasury and Post Office appropriation bill, 
1949, contained the following: 

“* * * inasmuch as individual income taxes are paid on the basis of the 
calendar year and other taxes are paid on various other bases rather than the 
Government fiscal year, it is most difficult to adjust the appropriation to a 
fiscal-year basis. 

“Although only a few of the many imponderables involved are herein set 
forth, the calculation of the sum necessary for this purpose cannot be made 
in advance. The amount paid is dependent entirely on the law and facts in 
each individual case and is in nowise related to availability of appropriations. 

“Therefore, to meet these contingencies and to assure availability of ade- 
quate funds to make payments promptly, the committee recommends a con- 
tinuing appropriation of such amounts as may be necessary.” 

Accordingly, the Supplemental Treasury and Post Office Appropriation Act, 
1949, approved June 19, 1948 (Public Law 727, 80th Cong.). instead of pro- 
viding for appropriation of a definite amount, authorized payment of refunds 
of internal revenue taxes in such sums as hereafter may be necessary. 

It is my opinion that with respect to those permanent appropriations ad- 
ministered by the Treasury Department no administrative saving would be 
accomplished and no useful purpose would be served to require their inclusion 
in annual appropriation bills. In fact, such action could be detrimental to 
the best interests of the Federal Government. 

As I have already indicated estimates of expenditures under permanent 
and indefinite appropriations are fully set forth in the annual budget docu- 
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ment which affords the Appropriations Committees of the House and the Senate 
opportunity for an annual review when the hearings are held on the appro- 
priation bills. 

The Treasury Department would be glad to give your committee any further 
assistance that it migh require. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) E. H. Fotry, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


Excerpts FroM GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS Act, 1951 


Page 87, Rural Electrification Administration: 
“To carry into effect the provisions of the Rural Electrification Act of 1926, 
as amended (7 U. S. C. 901-915),° as follows: 


* o8 + * oe * 2 
LOAN AUTHORIZATION 


“For loans in accordance with said Act, and for carrying out the provisions 
of section 7 thereof, to be borrowed from the Secretary of the Treasury in 
accordance with the provisions of section 3 (a) of said Act as follows: Rural 
electrification program, $350,000,000; and rural telephone program, $32,500,000; 
and additional amounts, not to exceed a total of $150,000,000 (including the 
uncommitted balance available as a carry-over from the fiscal year 1950), 
may be borrowed for the rural electrification program under the same terms 
and conditions if and to the extent that the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
certify, from time to time, to the Secretary of the Treasury that such additional 
amounts are required during the fiscal year 1951, under the then existing 
conditions, for the expeditious and orderly development of the program.” 

Page 88, Farmers Home Administration : 


LOAN AUTHORIZATION 


“For loans (including payments in lieu of taxes and taxes under section 50 
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amrended, and advances incident 
to the acquisition and preservation of security of obligations under the fore- 
going several authorities) : Title I and section 43 of title IV of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, and title V of the Housing Act of 1949 
(except grants under 504 (a)) $65,000,000, of which not to exceed $3,500,000 of 
the amount available for the purposes of title I and section 43 of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, may be distributed to States and Terri- 
tories without regard to farm population and prevalence of tenancy, in addi- 
tion to the amount otherwise distributed thereto, for loans in reclamation 
projects and to entrymen on unpatented public land (sums available for loans 
under title V of the Housing Act of 1949 to remain available until expended) ; 
title II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, $85,000,000; the 
Act of August 28, 1937, as amended, $4,000,000: Provided, That not to exceed the 
foregoing several amounts shall be borrowed in one account from the Secretary 
of the Treasury on the request of the Secretary of Agriculture at such rate of 
interest as may be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, but not in 
excess of 3 per centum per annum; and the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to lend such sums to the Secretary upon the security 
of any obligations of borrowers from the Secretary under the provisions of said 
Acts: Provided further, That the Secretary may utilize proceeds from payments 
of principal and interest under such Acts to repay the Secretary of the Treasury 
the amounts borrowed therefrom for the purposes of such Acts: Provided further, 
That for the purposes of making loans pursuant to the foregoing authority, the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to use as a public-debt transaction 
the proceeds from the sale of any securities issued under the Second Liberty 
Bond Act, as amended, and the purposes for which securities may be issued 


57. U. S. C. 903 provides that for the purpose of making funds available to the Rural 
Electrification Administration for loans, the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to 
use as a public debt transaction the proceeds from the sale of any securities issued under 
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended. 





146 CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


under that Act are extended to include such loans to the Secretary: Provided 
further, That repayments to the Secretary of the Treasury on such loans shall 
be treated as a public-debt transaction.” 


Authorizations to erpend from public debt receipts, and advances for fiscal year 
1950 and 7 months of 1951 


Advances (net) 


ae Amount teas he 

Citation authorized aac Fiscal year 
Fiscal year 1951 to Jan. 

1950 31, 1951 


' 
Commodity Credit Corpora- | 15 U. S. C. 713a-4, 64 Stat. | 9s $6, 750, 000,000; $526, 090, 000}! $483, 000, 000 
tion. 261. 
Economic Cooperation Ad- | 22U.8. C. 1512a, 64 Stat. 199 1, 322, 300, 000) 182, 403, 861 76, 925, 172 
ministration. 
Export-Import Bank 12 U. 8. C, 2, 500, 000, o00| 1 11, 500, 00 
General Services Administra- | Sept. A 600, 000, 000).........-..-- 50, 000, 000 
tion, Defense Production 


Act. 
Housing and Home Finance 
Agency: 
Slum clearance 42 U. S. C. 1452e_. god 2 250, 000, 000) 500, 000 1, 500, 000 
Prefabricated housing 12U. 8, C. 50, 000, 000 3 20, 170, 297 3, 500, 000 
Federal] National Mort- | 12 U. 8. C, 2, 750, 000, 000) 3 1, 127,776, 840] 268, 207, 000 
gage Association. 
Public Housing Adminis- | 42 U. 8. C. 1, 500, 000, 000 12, 000,000] 55, 000, 000 
tration. 
Housing for Educational | 64 Stat. 
institutions, 
Reconstruction Finance Cor- | 15 U. 8. C. 606 , 000, 000, 1 19, 088, 565 
poration. 
Rural Electrification Admin- | 7 U. 8. C. 903a, Public Law | 2,373, 950, 000 t 210, 815, 109 
istration. 759, ey 6, 1950, 64 Stat. 
302. 





Secretary of Agriculture: 
Farmers Home Adminis- | 7 U. S. C. 1032, Public Law 178, 310, 026 49, 962, 615 45, 847, 410 
tration. 759, Sept. 6, 1950. 
Farm Housing 42 U. 8S. C. 1481, 64 Stat. 302_}_.___. ths Re 15, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
Tennessee Valley Authority_.| 16 U. S. C. 813n-3 61, 500, 000 1 2, 500, 000 1 5, 000, 000 
Veterans’ Administration, dir- | Public Law 475, Apr. 20, 14, 471, 445 
ect loan program. 1950, 64 Stat. 76. 


EES Ee TE Ce | ee es eae ¢ 1,848,092,337 | 217, 677, 571 


1 Excess of repayments, deduct. 

? Amount authorized increases by $250,000,000 July 1, 1951. 

3 — resents borrowings transferred from Reconstruction Finance Corporation pursuant to Reorganiza- 
tion Plans Nos. 22 and 23. 

* Includes $1,147,947,137 borrowings by RFC transferred to Housing and Home Finance Agency. 


" Note.—The following authorizations, available indefinitely under existing legislation, are not included 
in the budget estimates for 1951 and 1952: 


Amount 


Citation authorized 


— 


Secretary of the Army fC. $150, 000, 000 
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation / 3 2, 000, 000, 000 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ; 3, 000, 000, 000 
International Bank | 8. C. 286e 4, 125, 000, 000 





Senator Monroney. May I have permission at the conclusion of the 
testimony today to insert some material from the staff regarding the 
United States Bureau of Efficiency that I asked some questions about 
yesterday? I think it will be helpful to have that in the record. 

Senator Horry. That will be ipainiled at the close of the hearings 
today. 

(The material referred to appears as appendix B on p. 165.) 

We will now hear from Mr. Tinea Warren. 


pers 
5 ye 
ag 
cow 
pro 
N 
at © 
upo 
Sor 
anc 
of ( 
bill 
leat 
stre 
J 
tha 
fru 
hoy 
tell 
7 


is £ 





CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 147 


STATEMENT OF LINDSAY C. WARREN, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF 
THE UNITED STATES; ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK L. YATES, 
ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER GENERAL; FRANK H. WEITZEL, 
ASSISTANT TO THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL; AND ROBERT F. 
KELLER, ASSISTANT TO THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 


Senator Hory. I see you have a prepared statement. Do you want 
to read that and answer questions at the conclusion of it? 

Mr. Warren. Yes, sir. I can dispose of it in just a few minutes. 

Senator Horry. Very well. 

Mr. Warren. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Lindsay C. War- 
ren, Comptroller General of the United States. I appreciate the in- 
vitation to appear before you to give you my views on S. 913, which 
would create in the Congress a Joint Committee on the B udget. 

Each and every one of } you know of my steadfast support of economy 
in Government. In the General Accounting Office the number of 
personnel employed has been reduced well over 50 percent in the last 
) years. As for elsewhere in the Government, the efforts put forth 
by the General Accounting Office to achieve economy and proper ac- 
counting for public funds have been constant and in my opinion 
productive. 

Many of our accomplishments have been in the form of large slices 
at one time, but for the most part it is a day-by-day continuing attack 
upon the erroneous, illegal, or wasteful use of the taxpayers’ money. 
Some of the questions we have raised with the other departments 
and agencies and even some situations I have brought to the attention 


of Congress may have seemed Smcaneauevee as compared with the 


billions that are being et by our Government every year, but I 
learned many years ago that the forest cannot be felled with a single 
stroke of the ax. It must come down bush by bush and tree by tree. 

I know well the feeling of most of you toward the expenditures 
that are being made by our Government today. With a feeling of 
frustration, the answers are sought to the question, “When, where, and 
how can we cut Government expenditures on an informed and in- 
telligent basis?” The answer is not easy. 

The bill before you today, which was introduced by your chairman, 
is a thoughtful effort to provide the machinery to furnish the answers 
to that question. S. 913 would establish in the Congress a Joint 
Committee on the Budget. The duties of the Joint Committee would 
be to inform itself on matters relating to the annual budget of the 
agencies of the Government, and to provide the Appropriations Com- 
mittees with such information on items in the budget as may be 
necessary to enable those committees to give an adequate and thorough 
consideration to the budget request. 

In addition, the committee would consider all available information 
relating to estimated revenues, essential programs, and changing eco- 
nomic conditions and report to the Appropriations Committees find- 
ings relating to revisions in appropriations which may be required to 
hold expenditures to a minimum consistent with the requirements of 
Government operations and national security. 





148 CREATE A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


Also, the joint committee would have the duty of recommending 
to appropriate standing committees of Congress such changes i In ex- 
isting law as may bring about greater economy and efficiency in Gov- 
ernment and would make such reports and recommendations to any 
standing committee on certain matters relating to deviations from 
legislative authorizations as may be deemed necessary or advisable 
by the committee, or as may be requested by any standing committee. 

The desirability of this means of finding the answers to your ques- 
tion of where to cut Government expenditures i is, of course, a policy 
question that the Congress itself is in the best position to decide. It 
is recognized that some of the work to be performed by the proposed 
joint committee would parallel the work presently being done by the 
Appropriations Committees, as well as some of the w ork being done 
by the Bureau of the Budget. On the other hand, the proposed com- 
mittee would provide a medium for bringing together for the Con- 
gress the results of the work performed throughout the Government 
on budget and other financial matters, and for an independent exami- 
nation and appraisal of such results by a joint committee of the Con- 
gress, as well as additional means of developing factual information 
for the Appropriations Committees on specific items in the budget. 

I have been informed that Mr. T. Coleman Andrews, president of 
the American Institute of Accountants, who appeared before your 
committee on last Tuesday, has oposed the approach to the problem as 
proposed by the bill under consideration, and has recommended that 
the General Accounting Office be given the job to do. I appreciate 
the confidence he has expressed i in the General Accounting Office, but 
in connection with his proposal I wish to take this opportunity to give 
you a little background information. 

I am sure that many of you are familiar with section 206 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. Section 206 authorizes and 
directs the Comptroller General to make an expenditure analysis of 
each agency in the executive branch of the Government (including 
Government corporations) which, in the opinion of the Comptroller 
General, will enable Congress to determine whether public funds 
have been economically and efficiently administered and expended. 

I neither advocated nor opposed the inclusion of section 206 in 
the Legislative Reorganization Act, but as soon as it became law we 
in the General Accounting Office began to look for ways and means 
of carrying out the desires of the Congress. We made a detailed 
study of the section and decided that under the wording the sky was 
the limit. 

That was true then and is true now. In view of this, I felt that 
before taking any action I should first seek some guidance from the 
Congress or from the committees that we are required by law to serve, 
such as the Appropriations Committees and the Committees on Ex- 
penditures. I requested an informal meeting with representatives of 
those two committees, and I met on March 1, 1947, with approximately 
25 Members of the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations 
and the Expenditures Committees of the two Houses. We laid our 
problem before those gentlemen and I think I am safe in saying 
that it was the unanimous thought at that time that we should make 
only a modest beginning. 
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Based on that meeting, I included in the budget estimates for the 
operation of the General Accounting Office for the fiscal year 1948, the 
sum of $1,000,000 to begin the work required by section 206 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act. 

However, when the appropriation bill was reported by the House 
committee, the sum requested was not included in the amounts recom- 
mended to the House. It was stated on the floor of the House by ¢ 
member of the House Appropriations Committee in charge of the 
bill carrying funds for the General Accounting Office that with the 
assistance being furnished by the General Accounting Office in its 
regular reports and otherwise to Congress and to its committees and 
with the additional help available in the augmented committee staffs, 
no additional appropriations to carry out the duties under section 206 
could then be justified. 

It was further stated that if such expenditure analysis were to be 
made on such a scale by a permanent staff, it should be done by the 
General Accounting Otlice. The member also said that he had dis- 
cussed the matter with me and I did not object to the elimination of 
the item provided it was understood that the General Accounting 
Office could not begin work pursuant to this new function unless and 
until an appropriation was made for it at some later date. 

At the time of consideration of the independent offices appropria- 
tion bill for 1950, the Senate Appropriations Committee included 
the sum of $800,000 for the General Accounting Office to begin to carry 
out the duties under section 206. While this amount was included 
in the bill as passed by the Senate, it was eliminated in conference. 

In view of the position taken by the Congress, both in 1947 and again 
in 1949, the General Accounting Office has not set up any special 
activity to carry out the duties set forth in section 206 in the manner 
contemplated by the Legislative Reorganization Act. However, in 
connection with examination of expenditures, we frequently come 
across situations which indicate wasteful and extravagant practices 
in Government. When these cases are uncovered, the facts are re- 
ported to the heads of the agencies involved for corrective action, or to 
the Congress or its committees if deemed of sufficient importance 
to merit such action. 

I am sure that you understand that section 206 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act differs from the proposals set forth in the present 
bill. The important distinction is that section 206 contemplates a 
post examination of the expenditures made by the executive agencies 
to determine whether the amounts appropriated have been econom- 
ically and efficiently administered and spent. On the other hand, the 
proposal in the present bill contemplates an examination of the esti- 
mates and justifications submitted by the agencies in support of pro- 
posed appropriations. 

While the work of appraising the budget estimates and the work 
which would have to be done under section 206 are both mammoth 
jobs, if Congress should provide the necessary appropriations for 
the General Accounting Office to do either or both of the jobs, we 
will make every effort to do them. 

But certain understandings would have to be reached. First, I 
am sure you will understand that it would not be possible for us to 
cover all departments and agencies of the Government at the same 
time. The approach would have to be highly selective. 
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Consequently, a means should be established whereby there can be 
agreement between the appropriate committees of the Senate and 
House, on one side, and the General Accounting Office on the other, 
as to the agencies that are to be covered during certain periods. Sec- 
ond, it would not be possible, at least in the initial stages, for the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office to obtain a competent staff to carry out that 
work under civil service rules and regulations. I would have to 
request that the General Accounting Office be authorized to employ 
the necessary personnel without regard to the civil service laws, rules 
and regulations, or the Classification Act. 

On the other hand, if the Congress decides that a joint committee, 
similar to the one proposed by the bill befone you, should perform 
the work you have in mind, I believe that the General Accounting 
Office, through its intimate knowledge of the operations of many agen- 
cies and through the widespread activities of its investigators, ac- 
countants, and auditors, can be of valuable assistance to such a com- 
mittee. You may be assured the General Accounting Office will render 
all assistance possible within the limitation of available personnel to 
do the job. 

In closing, I wish to make it clear that while the proposal here 
under consideration will effect some savings, you and I know there 
can be no real economy unless there be weeded out and completely 
abolished those Government functions which, perhaps well-advised 
at their inception, have long since outlived their usefulness, and that 
there be eternal vigilance against the creation of any new functions 
and programs that are not absolutely essential. 

Senator Hory. Thank you, Mr. Warren, for this statement. I wish 
to comment here that I think your department has given a practical 
illustration of how economy can be effected in Government. I think 
it is outstanding, in view of the increased duties which the Congress 
has placed upon your department, that you have been able to make the 
reduction in personnel which the record discloses, and at the same time 
maintain the high efficiency of your department. I think you have 
rendered good service in not only giving a good example to all other 
Government agencies, but in the suggestions and interest that you have 
taken in undertaking to put into effect practices which have saved 
money in other departments, especially in calling the attention of the 
Congress to waste and extravagance that has existed, and some of which 
has been corrected. 

I think the cooperation that you have given to the Bureau of the 
Budget and to the Treasury Department and the other agencies of 
Government has demonstrated that your agency, representing Con- 
gress, is performing and has performed a very fine, effective service. 

Mr. Warren. I deeply appreciate what you say. 

Senator Horry. I was interested in your suggestion here that if 
you performed the duties of section 206, necessarily that would be an 
investigation of all of the expenditures of the Government generally, 
whereas as contemplated by this bill, it is to make investigations of the 
things which are included in the budget and which the Congress is 
requested to appropriate money for. And necessarily that makes a 
different approach, but one that I think is vital and necessary. 

I think that the Bureau of the Budget does a very splendid job in 
weeding out things and all that. But on the other hand I think if 
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the joint committees of House and Senate appropriations had some 
special study and analysis made of the appropriations asked for and 
sought in the budget for the different agencies, it would be a very fine 
thing to have that added information supplied to the committees when 
they are passing on these questions. 

Of course that is contemplated in this bill. 

Mr. Warren. I certainly agree to that. You are entitled to have 
that information. 

Senator Hory. This bill is not perfect. There will be many modi- 
fications. But it has real merit in providing for the Congress the 
same sort of help in the matter of making appropriations that the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation now provides for the 
Congress in the House Ways and Means Committee of the House and 
the Finance Committee of the Senate in raising revenue, because we 
can work cooperatively together, we do not duplicate the service, and 
we get the benefit of that while dealing on the subject immediately 
under consideration. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to echo what the chairman has said 
regarding Congress’ respect and admiration for the job that you have 
done not only in your department but in other departments as well. 
Of course I am terribly disappointed that the Congress has not imple- 
mented section 206 of the Reorganization Act. I think by the spend- 
ing of some money we could get savings of many, many times over 
what the cost would be. 

I wonder what your reaction to that would be, not as a proponent 
that we give you this job, but since the law did authorize it, the pos- 
sibilities of spending the $1,000,000 cost at the start, what would your 
estimate be as to the savings that might result ? 

Mr. Warren. That is very difficult to answer, Senator. I am sure 
there would be substantial savings, and I think better management. 

Senator Monroney. If the departments knew that the General 
Accounting Office had been asked by the Congress and were given a 
staff to help it out in finding and locating the foolish, unwise, and 
unnecessary and wasteful expenditures that go on, it would probably 
have a very bracing effect throughout the entire Government estab- 
lishments, not only the agencies that you investigate or study, but 
others that you might be expected to study later on. 

Mr. Warren. Yes. If they knew that the General Accounting 
Office could at any time go in and look over the situation as provided 
in section 206, I think it would have a salutary effect. 

Senator Monroney. Regarding the difference between a post audit, 
which of course is where most of the information, if we set up 206, 
would be channeled from—you are doing all that work now in all 
the departments and with implementation by all the staffs making 
the studies, to distill out the information that would help eliminate 
wastefulness. 

Annas it deals with the past year, most of our regular depart- 
ments in Government base their appropriation requests on what they 
had the previous year and the vear before. It is one of the most 
important factors in determining amounts that Congress is going 
to appropriate. 

Therefore, if you have a report showing that certain functions are 
not necessary or that the job that this agency or department was set 
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up to do has shrunk in current needs, it would help Congress have the 
evidence on our side of the table to refute the demands of the agency 
for a continuation of their past appropriations or enlargement of 
them, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Warren. Of course it would. The General Accounting Office 
strongly favors giving Congress all of the information that is humanly 
possible to give. The Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950 
which first passed through this committee last year and which is 
certainly the best piece of fiscal legislation of its kind that has been 
enacted in the last 30 years has as nits prime purpose full disclosure. 
Full disclosure, as I have said frequently before this committee, to the 
Congress and to the taxpayers of the country. 

The progress that we are making under that, which has all been 
duly reported to this committee, has been remarkable considering the 
short time which has elapsed. Of course, I might say we are getting 
full cooperation from the agencies of the Government in implement- 
ing this act. 

I said the other day in testifying before the Senate Subcommittee 
on the Independent Offices Appropriation bill, that there is not an 
agency or department in this Government that cannot cut its personnel 
today if it has the will to do so and the determination to carry it 
through. We have cut our personnel from a peak of 14,904 on April 
15, 1946, to 6,959 on May 15, 1951; making a net reduction of 7,945. 

Senator Dworsuax. Are you doing about the same amount of work 
now as you were doing previously ? 

Mr. Warren. We are doing, in my opinion, more work in some 
respects. 

Senator Hory. That is more than a 50-percent reduction. 

Mr. Warren. Yes, sir. A lot of people are giving me credit for the 
Jensen amendment that has been mentioned here. That is not true. 
Mr. Jensen and other Members of Congress on both sides of the House 
talked to me about it. I told them that of our net reduction of 7,945, 
1,200 resulted from not filling vacancies. 

I have never advocated that the Jensen amendment, or some similar 
bill, be indiscriminately applied to every agency of the government. 
I don’t know the particular problems of every agency. But I do know 
that the policy of not filling vacancies caused by death, resignation, 
and retirement resulted in 1,200 of our total personnel reduction. 

One of the great deterrents, gentlemen, to the reduction of personnel 
in Government is civil-service laws and regulations, most of which 
are made pursuant to law. This is not a criticism of the Civil Service 
Commission. I think the entrance of Bob Ramspeck in the Govern- 
ment is a fine thing for better management, better efficiency. 

Iam not talking about the actions of the Commission. I am in favor 
of veterans’ preference, but it has been carried entirely too far. I think 
it ought to be reexamined. 

But w aving aside veterans’ preference, I just want to give you an 
illustration. A very able administrator said to me before Christmas, 
“T would like to reduce my personnel as you have been doing in the 
Gener al Accounting Office, but it would destroy me if I did it.” 

Here is what he meant: Under civil-service rules and regulations 
if you have a reduction in force—and all of our reduction has been a 
reduction in force except the 1,200 that I just mentioned—you run 
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up against such things as seniority. For instance, we have a man who 
has been with us 5 years. He has an excellent efficiency rating. He is 
a — bet for the Government, and he wants to make the Government 

“areer, and he wants to make the General Accounting Office a career. 

"Then we have someone who has been there 10 years who only has a 
good efficiency rating and who is making no re¢ 11 contribution by his 
work. I think, gentlemen, as the head of an agency in cases of that 
kind I ought to ‘have the 1 ‘ight to determine which one of those two 
employees should remain with the General Accounting Office. 

But under existing laws and regulations the 5-year person must go. 
It has really been sickening to us to lose in our reduction of force that 
we have gone through some of the very best employees in the Govern- 
ment. 

That is something that is deterring some other agency heads who 
would really like to reduce. Then those of us who have been around 
here long know that there are some other agency heads who want to 
pyramid and build up great organizations, or who do not have the 
courage to reduce their personnel. I have always said that the Gov- 
ernment is too large, and even in this day of war and emergency it is 
too large. It can ‘be reduced if there is a will and determination to 
do it. 

Senator Horny. Senator Mundt ? 

Senator Munpr. First of all I want to associate myself with those 
who have spoken high praise of Lindsay Warren’s great administra- 
tion in the Comptroller General’s office. I have not only expressed 
myself on that subject previously for the record, where it is buried 
in the Archives, but I took the occasion last fall to express it before a 
number of auditors in North Carolina. 

If a Yankee wants to get applause down there all he has to do is 
mention Lindsay Warren, and I did. 

Mr. Warren. Thanks so much, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. I read your testimony, Mr. Warren, but I was not 
here for the colloquy that followed it. As I understand it, you do not 
feel there is any necessary conflict between the power given to you 
between the Reorganization Act as implemented by additional money 
and the type of approach that the chairman of our committee, Mr. 
McClellan, set out in his bill. 

Do you feel that a cooperative program could be worked out, whereby 
this congressional committee would undertake the preexpenditure 
analysis “and request from your staff spot checks and spot recom- 
mendations concerning certain bureaus, certain activities, and then in 
turn your group would do the postexpenditure checks so that a co- 
operative program could be worked out ? 

Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Warren. Of course I do not wish to leave the impression that I 
am advocating the implementation of section 206 in lieu of the pro- 
posals contained in the bill. 

Senator Munpr. That is what I was trying to bring out. 

Mr. Warren. No indeed. There would be no real conflict that I 
‘an see except that it would require complete coordination between 
such a committee, if established, and the General Accounting Office. 
If there were not I could see serious conflicts. 
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Senator Munpr. I think in your experience with Congress you have 
been able to work out cooperative programs and get the kind of co- 
ordination which would be essential. Is that correct? 

Mr. Warren. I wish to say here, and I am not going to say for the 
entire time, but for the last 5 years the General Accountin Office has 
received the wholehearted and active support of the Congress in 
everything that we have tried to undertake. 

It was not always such, but certainly for the last 5 years it has 
been that way. 

Senator Munpr. I wanted to get that in the record, Mr. Chairman, 
because you recall Mr. T. Coleman Andrews, testifying for the Ameri- 
can Institute of Accountants, seemed to be under the impression that 
if we were to implement your powers under the Reorganization Act 
by adding perhaps eight hundred thousand or a million dollars to 
the appropriation, there would be no immediate need for the Mc- 
Clellan bill or anything like it. 

I think you have put your finger on an important blind spot in that 
type of testimony because your work is essentially and primarily post- 
expenditures. 

Mr. Warren. That is right. The approach is entirely different. 

Senator Munpr. Senator McClellan is speaking of preexpenditure 
analysis. Certainly they could be harnessed up and work together. 

May I inquire of you, because of the value lane upon your testi- 
mony, whether you share with the senior Senator from South Dakota 
the feeling that the points brought out by the Director of the Budget, 
Mr. Lawton, are well worth consideration of this committee in writing 
any new legislation along this line, to wit, that this committee should 
deal not only with the construction of the annual budget but should 
also make a careful and complete analysis of all the authorizing legis- 
lation which has been passed, because that sort of comprises a target 
for each Congress to shoot at. Nobody knows how many sleeping 
authorizations there are in the field. 

In the third place, that they should make an analysis of the expected 
revenues, not to write taxes or suggest taxes, but to have in mind what 
possible revenue can be made available to cover the budget. 

Mr. Warren. I think that his suggestions should be very helpful 
and I agree with him. 

Senator Munpr. It seems to me that he made a very constructive 
suggestion in adding those two phases, so that we could wrap it all up 
in one ball of wax and give Congress a bird’s eye view of the entire 
picture. 

Senator Monroney. Right there, would it not perhaps be necessary 
to have some representation on Finance and on the Ways and Means 
Committee on this joint committee to make it effective in line with 
what Mr. Mundt has just said? 

Mr. Warren. I have not thought of that, Senator. Perhaps it 
might be. 

Senator Monroney. In the legislative budget idea, which was seek- 
ing the same answers as does this bill, we felt that you could not 
operate the two in a vacuum, with one committee appropriating and 
fulfilling Government needs without regard to the income. 

If the tax committee was contemplating a $5,000,000,000-tax reduc- 
tion it would be better to have the Appropriations Committee find 
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$5,000,000,000 worth of economy, or you are going to wind up with 
an unbal anced a et. 

We felt that as the Congress, as you know, Mr. Warren up to the 
Civil War and beyond, the Ways and Means Committee was the 
tax-raising and tax-spending committee, both centered in the one 
committee, which gave you real fiscal control. 

But since that time we have operated in a complete vacuum without 
any contact, liaison, or even conversation, so far as I can tell, between 
where you are going to get the money, as Congressman Rich said, 
and where you are going to spend it. 

The old rule of with ev ery pleasure of spending must come an equal 
and equivalent pain of taxation, is a pretty good rule to help hold 
down the excursions into expenditures. 

Mr. Warren. I[ think that this committee could work in conjunction 
with the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue, which I understand 
has done a very good job. 

Senator Monroney. They work more or less on the technical side 
of where the tax can be levied. I think on the policy side they do not 
function quite so much. 

Mr. Warren. I said that because the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation is a servic ing committee for the Finance and the 
Ways and Means Committees. 

Senator Hory. Just before you came in I put in a statement from 
the Secretray of the Treasury that I think will be valuable informa- 
tion. It clearly indicates these places where permanent appropria- 
tions now exist, and points up the fact that certain percentages of the 
receipts go directly to some agency of Government, without thorough 
analysis by the Congress as to the need for, or any actual control over, 
such expenditures. 

For instance, 30 percent of customs receipts on agricultural products 
goes to the Agriculture Department for expe nditure without specific 
authorization as an annual budget item. 

This list that the Secretary of the Treasury has furnished us in re- 
sponse to a request will show where all those funds go. 

Senator Munpr. May I ask the Senator from Oklahoma a question, 
because he touched on something that I have had in my mind, just in 
mind, from the standpoint of offering a possible amendment. 

It seems to me that you are exactly right, that there has to be liaison 
between a new committee established on revenue, and the exist ing Joint 
Committee on Taxation, the new committee on the budget expendi- 
tures, 

I have had in mind this possibility and wonder if you think it could 
work out. The two committees should have, one, a professional staff 
member, a liaison man, officially assigned to both committees. I think 
it is equally important to keep the taxation committee apprised of 
what the budget-spending committee has in mind just as it is necessary 
for the people spending money to know what the tax-raising committee 
has in mind. 

There should be one good professional man assigned to both, to be 
liaison man. That might be the answer to what you have in mind. 

Senator Monroney. I think that would be the best approach. To 
burden the already well-functioning Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation with this task of appropriations might overload it 
and destroy its effectiveness. 

84329—51——11 
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But it certainly needs one or perhaps more joint staff members who 
could work back and forth with that committee, and perhaps through 
representation of the membership of the House and the Senate from 
the revenue-raising committees you would get additional liaison and 
consideration of where the money is coming from. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Horr. Do you have any questions, Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsnax. Just a few. Mr. Warren, I am very happy 
to have heard your comments concerning the possibility of effecting 
greater economy and efliciency in the Federal Government, if only 
there were the desire to attain that objective. That observation sup- 
ports the contention that I have been making throughout this hearing 
that it is not so much a matter of procedure or machinery as it is 
the will to attain greater efficiency and economy. 

When you pointed out that you had effected more than a 50 percent 
reduction in personnel in your own oflice, certainly we are justified 
in assuming that a large percentagewise reduction could be made 
in the entire personnel of the executive department of government. 
I have made that contention. It has been my experience on the 
Appropriations Committees of both Houses that the way to effect 
economy is to reduce expenditures. Just as you pointed out the re- 
luctance of some official in the executive branch to lay off any per- 
sonnel, so I have observed in these departments that once you estab- 
lish a function, even though it is diminished or almost entirely elim- 
inated, they attempt to continue that agency or bureau charged with 
that particular responsibility. 

I think that we have in Congress the machinery now. I was going 
to ask you what you think about the Reorganization Act which sets 
up an investigative staff for both the Senate and House Committees 
on Appropriations. You know the functioning of that staff. What 
is your general opinion regarding that set-up? Under the reorganiza- 
tion bill we have a staff of—we did in the Eightieth C ongress, and 
I think last year, and I am not sure what the existing set-up is—we 
had a staff set-up of investigators to study the budget : requests which 
came to the Hill at the beginning of each session, “and to determine 
whether many of those requests were justified or not. 

The research work done by those staffs is made available to the 
members of the Appropriations Committee to enable them to make 
sound decisions. Do you think that that is inadequate to do the 
job? . 
Mr. Warren. I think the augmentation of those staffs has helped. 
It has been our pleasure at times to work with them, both on the 
House and Senate sides. They have made some real contributions. 

Senator Dworsuax. You think that S. 913, with this proposed Joint 
Committee on the Budget, is still essential to provide the information 
necessary for effective functioning of the Appropriations Committees? 

Mr. Warren. I think it is going to require a very large staff, 
Senator. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Again we approach that situation where I have 
contended it is not so much a matter of research and scrutiny of these 
requested appropriations as it is the will of Congress to do the job. 
If we have 2,400,000 Federal employees now in the executive depart- 
ment, and the Congress made appropriations which would serve notice 
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upon the executive department that only 2 million employees are 
necessary, and provide only enough funds to implement that particu- 
lar program, couldn’t we attain greater economies by that approac h? 

Mr. Warren. The surest way to attain economy is to taper down and 
to cut out functions. As you know, I was a Member of the House, 
and I am now greatly interested in Government reorganization. My 
zeal, however, is becoming a little chilled when I see some of the 
results. I will say also that in most reorganization studies there are 
pitifully few recommendations that say, “We will cut out something, 
we will abolish something.” There is where you have to get economy. 
You have to abolish functions. What are the necessary ones and what 
are the unnecessary ones? Of course, I don’t want to leave the im- 
pression here that all we are after in the General Accounting Oflice is 
to cut down our number of employees. But in our own experience, and 
Senator Monroney directed some questions to the Director of the 
Budget along these lines, we found we could reduce employees by con- 
stant surveys of our office and our methods and ways of doing things. 

For example, the results of these surveys coupled with the authority 
under the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950 made it 
possible to abolish an entire division in the GAO that had 325 em- 
ployees. After a thorough, painstaking survey, we found that 61 peo- 
ple could do that work better and more effic ‘iently than the 325. Sol 
abolished the Division. There is no such division now in the General 
Accounting Office. 

That is the way you are going to cut down the Government. 

Senator Dworsnak. That is difficult to achieve? 

Mr. Warren. It is. 

Senator Dworsnak. I agree with you that cutting down the number 
of Federal personnel won't solve : all our problems. It is just as im- 
portant to have efficient supervision, especially in the managerial posts. 
For instance, we have been reading a lot about—I wouldn’t say cor- 
ruption, but probably we can settle by saying that it was ineptitude on 
the part of those who handled the disposal of our war surplus when 
obviously the Government loses billions of dollars. You take the 
operations of the Maritime Commission in disposing of some of the 
surplus ships following the end of hostilities in World War IT. We 
know that the taxpayers lost billions of dollars because of the almost 
criminal negligence and inefficiency of the officials dealing with those 
problems. In those cases cert: iinly it was not a matter of cutting down 
on Federal personnel. Would you care to comment on how we are 
going to get greater efficiency in the higher echelons by looking out for 
Uncle Sam’s ‘interests and the taxpayers’ interests instead of throwing 
away the taxpayers’ dollars with little concern for the welfare of our 
Government ? 

Mr. Warren. Senator, it is an inescapable proposition, and cer- 
tainly I am not talking about myself, but good administration begins 
at thetop. Inevery agency it has to seep down, ¢ go down the line from 
the top. That is w here you improve. The top must lend the 
inspirs ation. 

Senator Dworsuak. We developed that thought yesterday at the 
meeting when Mr. Ramspeck was before the committee. I pointed 
that very thing out, that if the Chief Executive would call in the 
members of his Cabinet and serve notice that there is to be greater 
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economy in Government, that each head of department would be 
responsible for the operations and the efficiency within that depart- 
ment; I agree with you wholeheartedly that the entire matter revolve: 
around the one point that first we have to have the will and desire 
and the determination to effect economy. It is just not a matter of 
setting up more research staffs and getting reports on justifications 
of budget requests and all that, but rather that the departments down 
town, and then the Congress—and I am not relieving the Congress of 
full responsibility—Congress must have the will to economize and 
cut down to preclude the need of additional taxes. I do not preclude 
the responsibility of the people, the taxpayers. The American people 
must have the will to deny themselves some of the kinds of Govern- 
ment services with which they could do without. Until we can ra- 
tionalize and coordinate all this activity and this thinking on the 
basis that whether it be in peacetime or in wartime, we can get along 
with a lower Federal budget than we have been doing. Don’t you 
agree with me on that point? 

Mr. Warren. Most people do not agree with economy in Govern- 
ment when it applies to them. 

Senator Hory. Mr. Warren, we want to thank you for your testi- 
mony here this morning. 

Mr. Warren. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF FRED A. SCHUCKMAN, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON 
OFFICE OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Senator Hory. The next witness is Fred A. Schuckman. 

Mr. Scnuckman. My name is Fred A. Schuckman. I reside in 
Washington and I am director of the Washington office of the Ameri- 
can Municipal Association. 

Senator Horr. You have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Scuuckman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hory. You may proceed. 

Mr. Scuuckman. Since the American Municipal Association has 
taken no official position on the subject matter of S. 913, I am appear- 
ing solely in an individual capacity in response to an invitation by 
your committee to present my views. Such being the case, I wish to 
express to the committee my sincere appreciation for the courtesy 
extended to me. 

At the outset, I wish to go on record as supporting the bili, with 
minor amendments which I will note later in my testimony. 

Several years’ experience in budget work and in reorganization ef- 
forts at various governmental levels have led me to the conclusion 
that reorganization, and particularly fiscal reorganization or integra- 
tion, seldom, if ever, can be really effective if the effort is limited to 
the executive branch alone. It has further convinced me that much 
of the fear of executive encroachment upon legislative prerogatives 
stems from unwillingness or inability on the part of the legislative 
branch to equip itself adequately to discharge its responsibilities, 
above all its responsibility for control of the public purse. 

Much has been accomplished in recent years in the development of 
the executive budget, the concept of such a budget as a balanced, in- 
tegrated, and complete fiscal program geared to general economic 
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realities, and the program or performance budget approach. How- 
ever, improvements in the formulation and presentation of the ex- 
ecutive budget are of little avail unless legislative appraisal, con- 
sideration, and action upon such a budget follows in an orderly, sys- 
tematic, and logical fashion. 

Moreover, the executive budget as presented for congressional con- 
sideration does not reveal the whole picture, for legislation may be 
enacted calling for specific or indeterminate amounts of expenditure 
quite outside the budget requests. Further complicating the picture, 
of course, is the confusion between actual expenditures and annual 
appropriations, a matter which will be but mentioned in passing since 
it involves primarily accounting reforms beyond the scope of the bill 
under discussion. 

More to the point is the fact that no matter how carefully or how 
wisely an executive budget is conceived, if it undergoes a fragmenta- 
tion process during legislative action, upon it, and if new and sub- 
stantial items are added by legislative action, its essential unity and 
internal balance in terms of functions to be carried on and services 
to be rendered stand little chance of emerging unscathed, and its 
impact upon the general economy and the general welfare is left 
largely to fortune. 

S. 918, in providing for a Joint Committee on the Budget and pro- 
viding it with necessary staff would, in my opinion, lay the ground- 
work for two highly desirable but as yet unattained ends. The first 
of these is a sing Te , or omnibus, appropriation bill. Only by consider- 


ing total Souetoeiations and expenditure authorizations, revenue 
needs to finance them, and the total effect of appropriations ‘and reve- 


nue demands upon the national economy can a sound fiscal policy be 
developed. 

Although there has been growing realization that such is the case, 
previous efforts to achieve consideration of each appropriation re- 
quest in relation to the total picture and to consolidate all appropria- 
tions in a single bill have failed. While the reasons for this failure 
may be sev eral, certainly the lack of adequate facilities for apprais- 
ing the whole ‘problem’ and for developing expeditiously the data 
needed for consideration of and action upon a single appropriation 
bill looms large in the picture. S. 913 would provide such facilities 
through a joint committee and staff for that committee. 

A second highly desirable end toward which the joint committee 
and staff prov ided by this bill could serve as an excellent start is joint 
hearings on appropriations. The present policy of holding separate 
hearings in the House and in the Senate is wasteful of time, effort, 
and money. It involves attendance at two sets of hearings, held for 
the same purposes, of large numbers of witnesses, places inordinate 
demands upon their time, and inevitably excludes many who would 
appear at one hearing but who cannot appear at two. Joint hearings 
would not necessitate joint action, although they would facilitate it, 
should the two Houses ever deem it desirable. 

These objectives could, perhaps, be attained in other ways, and 
cogent arguments for a different approach have been presented. I 
would, therefore, like to address my next remarks to the reasons why 
I believe the method provided in this bill is to be preferred. 
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First, a joint committee under a single chairman will provide one 
directing head for staff activities as well as one focal point for the 
collection of all necessary information from all available sources. 
The Bureau of the Budget, the General Accounting Office, the Legis- 
lative Reference Service, the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation, the executive departments themselves, and other agencies 
can and should provide valuable sources of information. But such 
information can most effectively and economically be secured only if 
requests stem from one outside source to avoid competing and conflict- 
ing demands, duplication of effort, and confusion. 

Moreover, the Joint Committee on the Budget would provide a 
direct, unified, and feasible means of bringing both appropriation pro- 
posals and their revenue implications to the attention of the Congress. 
A Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation already exists and 
has been eminently successful in its field. The Joint Committee on 
the Budget, proposed in the bill under discussion, through providing 
a single point of contact for correlating total appropriation measures 
to the total revenue picture would bridge the hiatus which now exists 
and is generally deplored. 

Secondly, such a joint committee should have its own staff, respon- 
sible solely to it. This staff should not duplicate the staff in the 
Bureau of the Budget, the General Accounting Office, or elsewhere, but 
should furnish technical assistance to the committee in collecting, 
analyzing, and presenting necessary information for legislative deci- 
sions. In such capacity, the staff must be divorced from any responsi- 
bilities or connections except to the committee of the Congress. It 
must be guided by the legislative viewpoint alone. This is vital if it 
is to serve as an instrument for effective legislative exercise of proper 
legislative prerogatives. 

Consider for a moment the tasks which would be imposed upon the 
committee and its staff. It must provide full and objective informa- 
tion concerning, and evaluation of, budget requests, revenue estimates, 
and the impact of appropriations and expenditures upon Government 
operations and the national security. It must recommend such 
changes in existing laws as may effect greater efficiency and economy 
in Government. 

It must report and recommend to any standing committee of either 
House on matters within the jursidiction of such committee relating 
to deviation from basic legislative authorization, or in relation to 
appropriations approved by Congress which are not consistent with 
such basic legislative authorization. Are these tasks to be performed 
with the aid of technical staff except such as is most directly and 
solely responsible to the committee / 

Finally, this staff would be the instrumentality through which 
real legislative control would be exercised by means of what may be 
called a legislative audit. This must be distinguished from a post 
audit to determine whether the letter of the law has been adhered to, 
or a management audit to reveal ways and means for achieving greater 
economy or efficiency. 

It is essentially an audit to determine how closely legislative intent 
in making an appropriation has been followed by the administra- 
tion. Effectively to carry out this vital but not infrequently over- 
looked legislative responsibility requires continuing and intimate 
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knowledge of the legislative will. Such knowledge can be gained 
only through close connection with appropriation legisl: ation from the 
time of its inception, through the course of its dev elopment, and up to 
the time of its enactment. This, I contend, is a task which will be 
performed only by a staff which participates in the legislative pro- 
cess itself. 

In conclusion, I wish to state that while I favor the passage of 

S. 913, there are minor amendments which would, in my opinion, 
be desirable. Most of these were covered in the testimony presented 
by Messrs, Steve Stahl and Norman McDonald yesterday, but there 
is one further note I would like to add. In subsection (e) (1) (c), 
may I suggest that the phase “all avail: vb le information” be amplified 
and made more specific by including reference also to the President’s 
State of the Union and budget messages and the Economic Report. 

May I again thank the chairman and the members of this com- 
mittee for extending an invitation to me to speak upon the bill now 
under consideration. 

Senator Hory. Mr. Schuckman, thank you very much for appear- 
ing before the committee. I believe the time is about up, unless there 
are some specific questions. 

Senator Monroney. On page 2 of your statement, in considering 
total appropriations and expenditure authorizations and revenue 
to finance them, do you think the Congress has ever given an ade- 
quate trial to the legislative budget? 

Mr. ScuuckMaNn. No; I do not believe it has. 

Senator Monroney. That was the desire, aim, and ambition of the 


legislative budget which I think fits in rather c losely with the desire 
of this bill. 


Mr. ScuuckMaAN, Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, the failure of the legislative 
budget was the lack of staff. 

Mr. Scuuckman. Precisely. You did not have the facilities to 
make the thing effective. It is my feeling that that is one of the main 
difficulties that confronted the C ongress, and the main reason why the 
attempt at the legislative budget was not more successful. You can- 
not very well pull that sort of thing out of thin air. 

Senator Monroney. If a proper staff were given, along the lines 
of your testimony, and the caliber of the staff sufficient, with the 
responsibility to make these studies, to coordinate and correlate the 
expenditures and revenues, wouldn’t it be possible to get through the 
legislative budget ? 

I gather from your statement that that is the end result that Con- 
gress should seek. 

Mr. ScuuckMan. I think it is. I frankly cannot see how you are 
going to exert adequate control, develop an adequate fiscal program, 
without having the proper framework within which to work. 

Congress, of course, has to determine how much over all, it feels it is 
possible to appropriate or to spend, without having untoward effects 
upon the general economy and the general welfare. However, unless 
and until in its own consideration of the budget it has that bench- 
mark to work against, no one can tell during | the process what the 
cumulative effect of separate appropriations will be while action is 
being taken. Only afterward you can go back and more or less add 
up the pieces, and find out what you did. 
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Senator Monronry. Should we not know where we are going on 
total expenditures set a target that we are striving for, before we 
decide how we are going to spend these individual amounts? 

Mr. Scuvcxman. Certainly. After all, there are quite a number of 
things which are essential and which have to be carried on. The de- 
gree to which they are carried on should depend upon their proper 
relationship to the predetermined over-all total. 

It is quite probable that in most cases you will not have 100 percent 
of what might be deemed by many people to be desirable. But cer- 
tainly if the level has to be less than that it would appear desirable 
to keep the various functions and services in some balance. 

In other words, if you cannot on the over-all basis reach Utopia, 
you do not want one function or service up perhaps to 90 percent of 
what the idealist would like, and have other equally important things 
held down to 20 or 30 percent simply because by the time you got to 
them previous appropriation commitments had called for almost all 
available funds. 

Senator Monroney. On your joint hearings I wonder if you would 
not lose some of the things that they find necessary now that the 
House may go on a cutting spree and reduce perhaps below the level 
of efficiency or ability of the department to absorb and still carry 
out its functions. Without any further hearings in the Senate as to 
the effect of these cuts that were made I am afraid you would lose 
some of the valuable information that the Senate might need on that 
matter. 

Mr. Scuuckman. That perhaps is true. Of course, it would be 
hoped that with adequate staff to begin with, and better information 
at the disposal of both Houses before the hearings began, that there 
should be a little less likelihood of purely arbitrary or capricious 
action on the part of either one of them. I do recognize, however, the 
point that you make—that further hearings sometimes are highly 
desirable. 

Senator Horry. The upper House always ups the appropriations. 

Mr. Scuvuckman. Each House, of course, would be free to act in its 
own way. If there were a difference of opinion, obviously, the thing 
would have to go back to conference, anyway, where it would be 
thrashed out. 

Senator Monroney. I am a new Member. My impression of the 
Appropriations Committee’s hearings—those that I have attended— 
is more or less based on the action that the House has taken. 

The hearings center around the differences of opinion between the 
House-reported totals and that which they are hoping to either get 
restored or further reduced in the Senate. I do not believe that the 
hearings are as de novo as they are in the House. 

Senator Hoey. I think that is true. 

Mr. Scuvckman. No; they arenot. That, of course, raises a rather 
interesting question. It seems by tradition to have more or less gone 
that way, although constitutionally I do not see any reason why it 
should. Under the Constitution, it is true, revenue measures must 
originate on the House side. 

The attitude seems to have grown up that appropriation measures 
ought also to originate there and that the Senate just takes a second 
look at appropriations after the House has acted. That appears to 
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be the modus operandi that has grown up and has apparently been 
fairly widely accepted for reasons which I do not think there would 
be any point in trying to discuss here.® 

I do not think that necessarily should be the case, however. 

Senator Horry. The committee will stand in recess, subject to the call 
of the chairman. 

(Thereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the chairman.) 


*See Background of Controversy Over Power To Originate Appropriation Bills, appendix 
C on p. 169. 





APPENDIXES 


Aprenpix A 
Omnisus APPROPRIATION BILL 


The omnibus appropriation bill approach was tried out for the 
fiscal year 1951 by the House Appropriations Committee without any 
statutory change, but was recently discarded by the members of that 
committee for the fiscal year 1952. As a result, Senator Byrd and 
47 other Senators introduced Senate Concurrent Resolution 27 on 
April 17, 1951, requiring use of an omnibus appropriation. The pro- 
posal was referred to the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
which last year favorably reported a similar bill which passed the 
Senate but made no progress in the House (S. Rept. No. 1487, dated 
April 14, 1950, on S. Con Res. 88). Senate Concurrent Resolution 
27 would add the following subsect ions to the joint rule of the Senate 
and of the House of Representatives contained in section 138 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, to take effect on the first 
day of the second regular session of the Eighty-second Congress : 


“(c) (1) All appropriations for each fiscal year shall be consolidated in one 
general appropriation bill to be known as the ‘Consolidated General Appropria- 
tion Act of , (the blank to be filled in with the appropriate fiscal year). 
The consolidated general appropriation bill may be divided into separate titles, 
each title corresponding so far as practicable to the respective regular genera! 
appropriation bills heretofore enacted. As used in this paragraph the term ‘ap 
propriations’ shall not include deficiency or supplemental appropriations, appro 
priations under private Acts of Congress, or rescissions of appropriations. 

“(2) The consolidated general appropriation bill for each fiscal year and 
each deficiency and supplemental general appropriation bill containing appro- 
priations available for obligation during such fiscal year, shall contain provi- 
sions limiting the net amount to be obligated during such fiscal year in the case 
of each appropriation made therein which is available for obligation beyond 
the close of such fiscal year. Such consolidated general appropriation bill shall 

also contain provisions limiting the net amounts to be obligated during such 
fiscal year from all other prior appropriations which are available for obligation 
beyond the close of such fiscal year. Each such general appropriation bill shall 

also contain a provision that the limitations required by this paragraph shall 
not be construed to prohibit the incurring of an obligation in the form of a 
contract within the respective amounts appropriated or otherwise authorized 
by law, if such contract does not provide for the delivery of property or the 
rendition of services during such fiscal year in excess of the applicable limitations 
on obligations. The foregoing provisions of this paragraph shall not be applicable 
to appropriations made specifically for the payment of claims certified by the 
Comptroller General of the United States and of judgments, to amounts appro- 
priated under private Acts of Congress, to appropriations for the payment of 
interest on the public debt, or to revolving funds or appropriations thereto. 

“(3) The committee reports accompanying each consolidated general appro 


priation bill, and any conference report thereon, shall show in tabular form, for 


information purposes, by items and totals— 
“(A) the amount of each appropriation, including estimates of amounts 
becoming available in the fiscal year under permanent appropriations ; 
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“(B) estimates of the amounts to be transferred between such appropria- 
tions ; 
“(C) estimates of the net amount to be expended in such fiscal year from 
each appropriation referred to in clause (A) ; 
“(D) estimates of the net amount to be expended in such fiscal year from 
the balances of prior appropriations ; 
“(E) the totals of the amounts referred to in clauses (C) and (D) ; and 
“(F) estimates of the total amount which will be available for expendi- 
ture subsequent to the close of such fiscal year from the appropriations 
referred to in clause (A). 
The committee reports acompanying each deficiency and supplemental appro- 
priation bill containing appropriations available for obligation or expenditure 
during such fiscal year, and each appropriation recission bill, and any conference 
report on any such bill, shall include appropriate cumulative revisions of such 
tabulations. 

“(4) The committee reports accompanying each consolidated general appro- 
priation bill, and any conference report thereon, shall show in tabular form, 
for information purposes, for each wholly owned Government corporation or other 
agency of the Government which is authorized to receive and expend receipts 
without covering such receipts into the Treasury of the United States and which 
uses a checking account maintained with the Treasurer of the United States for 
that purpose (A) the estimated expenditures (other than retirement of borrowing) 
to be made out of such checking account for the fiscal year, (B) the estimated 
receipts (other than borrowing) to be deposited in such checking account for such 
fiscal year, and (C) the difference between (A) and (B). 

“(5) The provisions of paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) shall not be applicable to 
appropriations of trust funds or to transactions involving public-debt retirement. 

“(6) No general appropriation bill shall be received or considered in either 
House unless the bill and the report accompanying it conform with this rule. 

“(7) The Appropriations Committees of the two Houses may hold hearings 
simultaneously on each general appropriation bill or may hold joint hearings 
thereon. 

“(d) The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized when requested by the 
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate or by the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives to transmit 
to said chairman, as soon as possible, a current estimate of the over-all Federal 
receipts for the ensuing fiscal year.” 


Aprenpix B 
UNITED STATES BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY 


For almost two decades, starting in 1916, the Congress experimented with an 
independent agency set up to search out economies of operation of the Federal 
agencies, to prepare necessary changes in substantive legislation to bring about 
such economies, and to recommend reductions in proposed appropriations. 

Since these efforts are similar to the duties assigned to the proposed staff to 
serve the new Joint Committee on the Budget, under 8S. 913 the two following 
statements are presented covering briefly the activities of the United States 
Bureau of Efficiency, which was abolished in 1933, when its work was absorbed 
in the Division of Administrative Management in the Bureau of the Budget. 

The first statement is taken from the important textbook, The National Budget 
System, published by W. F. Willoughby in 1927. The second statement consti- 
tutes the sympathetic views of the Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency, when a 
bill was under consideration in Congress in 1932 providing for the abolition 
of the agency. 


Excerpt From THE NATIONAL BubpGET SYSTEM, By W. F. WintovuGHpy, 1927 (PP. 


226-230) 


“Abolition of the Bureau of Efficiency and the transfer of its duties to the 
Bureau of the Budget.—The legislative history of the Bureau of Efficiency is as 
follows. The Legislative, Executive, and Judicial Appropriation Act for 1913 
directed the Civil Service Commission to establish a system of efficiency ratings 
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for the classified service in the executive departments in the District of Columbia. 
An appropriation to put this direction into effect was supplied by the appropria- 
tion act for the next year, which also directed the Civil Service Commission to 
investigate and report to the President with its recommendations on the adminis- 
trative needs of the service relating to personnel in the executive departments in 
the District of Columbia." Accordingly, the Civil Service Commission established 
a Division of Efficiency and began the work.* The Appropriation Act for 1916 
earried an appropriation for the Division of Efficiency, thereby giving it legisla- 
tive recognition, and enlarged its duties so as to include the investigation of ‘dup- 
lication of statistical and other work .and methods of business in the various 
branches of the Government service.’® In 1916 Congress removed the Division of 
Efficiency from under the Civil Service Commission and erected it into an inde- 
pendent establishment under the name of Bureau of Efficiency. This action was 
taken by the insertion of an item in the Urgency Deficiency Act for 1916." There 
is thus no general organic act defining its status and duties. For the most part, 
if not entirely, the duties as set forth by law are to be found in successive appro- 
priation acts and take the form for the most part of directing it to undertake 
specific investigations into specified questions of administrative organization 
and procedure. In addition to complying with these directions, the Bureau on 
its own initiative or at the request of the several departments, has made numerous 
studies of administrative problems and submitted recommendations having in 
view the improvement of administrative organization and procedure. 

“It is unnecessary to consider the value of these investigations and recom- 
mendations by the Bureau of Efficiency. The significant fact is that the func- 
tion of this service represents a complete duplication of that of the Bureau of 
the Budget. The latter, in the discharge of its general duties of determining 
the recommendations that it should make to the President in respect to the grant 
of funds to the administrative services is compelled to, and does in fact, make 
detailed inquiries into the manner in which these services are organized and 
conduct their business. Furthermore, the Budget and Accounting Act provides 
that the Bureau acting on behalf of the President shall make studies of the 
entire organization and business procedure of the several departments and estab- 
lishments, and on the basis of such studies, recommend action having for its 
purpose to secure greater economy and efficiency in the dispatch of public business 
The section [209] relative to this matter reads as follows: 

‘*The Bureau, when directed by the President, shall make a detailed study of 
the departments and establishments for the purpose of enabling the President 
to determine what changes (with a view of securing greater ecchomy and 
efficiency in the conduct of the public service) should be made in (1) the existing 
organization, activities, and methods of business of such departments or estab- 
lishments; (2) the appropriations therefor; (3) the assignment of particular 
activities to particular services; or (4) the regrouping of services. The results 
of such study shall be embodied in a report or reports to the President, who may 
transmit to Congress such report or reports or any part thereof with his recom- 
mendations on the matters covered thereby.’ 

“The appropriation for the Bureau of Efficiency for 1927 is $210,350, in addition 
to which the Bureau is provided with quarters, heat, light, etc. On the other 
hand, there is general agreement that the Bureau of the Budget is understaffed, 
particularly in respect to men in the upper grades. If the Bureau of Efficiency 
were abolished and but half of its appropriations were transferred to the Bureau 
of the Budget, that service, through the employment of additional experts in 
the several fields of public administration, with a compensation adequate to 
attract the best talent, and other help could do more effective work than is now 
done by the two organizations working independently. Even were this not so, 
the concentration of responsibility and the simplification of the administrative 
organization as a whole that would result would alone justify the merging of the 
two services. 

“Mr. Byrns, who was a member of the special committee on the budget that 
framed the Budget Act, and is ranking Democratic member of the present Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, has put the case for this action excellently in remarks 
made by him in the House of Representatives. When the item for the Bureau 


™37 Stat. L., 739, 750. 

* Civil Service Commission, Annual Report, 1913, p. 21. 
®°38 Stat. L., 997, 1007. 

2° 39 Stat. a 14, 15. 
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of Efficiency was reached in the debate on the appropriation bill for the indepen- 
dent establishments for 1924, he said: ” 

* ‘Mr, Chairman, I am frank to say to the committee that if I thought it would 
carry I would offer an amendment to strike out the paragraph and climinate this 
entire appropriation. I say that for this reason: Without discounting any good 
that this Bureau of Efficiency has accomplished in the past, I feel that the work 
performed by the Bureau is, if not duplication, a work that should be and can 
be done by other bureaus. This Bureau was established, I think, in 1912 or 1913. 
At the time it was established, there was no bureau or activity of the Govern- 
ment Which was devotinge its time and attention to the quesion of efficiency and 
economy in the various departments. Since that time we have passed the budget 
law. The Director of the Budget, a gentleman of very great ability, and who 
has a very earnest desire to serve the Government, has under his control ap- 
propriations amounting, if I mistake not, to $190,000; and when you add to that 
the salaries paid to other employees in the departments who are detailed to the 
Bureau of the Budget, this bureau is costing the Government, if I remember cor- 
rectly, something like $300,000 per year, and he has salaried officials getting five 
and six thousand dollars a year, one of whom is stationed in each one of the 
various departments, and for what purpose? For the purpose of keeping in 
touch with the Department and ascertaining and informing the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the President as to just what is being done, what em- 
ployees can be eliminated, and when activities can be coordinated and combined 
so as to save the Government money and enable him, as Director of the Budget, 
to make recommendations of economy to the President of the United States. 
Under these circumstances why have a Bureau of Efficiency performing, as I say, 
largely the very same duties that are being performed by this very efficient 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget with his very large staff? 

“Mr. Wood, who was in charge of the bill, while opposing the abolition of the 
Bureau of Efficiency, endorsed Mr. Byrns’ position that there was a strong argu- 
ment in favor of merging the two organizations.” 


_—__ 


LETTER OF HerBeRT G. Brown, CHIEF OF THE BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY. REPORTING 
on A Britt (H. R. 8388) To AsoLisn THE BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY (FEBRUARY 
3, 1932) 


NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE WORK OF THE UNITED STATES BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY 


“Prior to the fiscal year 1910 no establishment of the Federal Government 
was charged with the duty of studying the methods of business in the various 
Government establishments with a view to effecting improvements. Notwith- 
standing the fact that in many cases substantially the same problems confronted 
the different establishments, each was left to develop its own methods of han- 
dling the work. The methods in vogue were usually adopted at the suggestion 
of the person in immediate charge of the work. In a few cases officials of an 
establishment were assigned to serve as a special board for that purpose. They 
were required to carry on their own administrative duties while studying busi- 
ness methods and the adaptability of new and improved office machinery and 
equipment to the problems assigned to them. 

“Obviously, under this. plan, different branches of the Government adopted 
decidedly different methods to meet substantially similar problems. These 
unsatisfactory results were attributable largely, if not almost entirely, to the 
absence of an organization that could devote its entire time and energy to the 
development of the best and most economical methods. 

“In 1910 the Commission on Economy and Efficiency was created by President 
Taft to operate as an independent establishment under his direction. The 
purpose of this Commission was to inquire into the methods of transacting the 
public business, with a view to inaugurating new or changing old methods to 
obtain greater economy and efficiency. This Commission continued until the 
close of the fiscal year 1913, when Congress failed to grant an appropriation 
for the fiscal year 1914. It followed the policy of making general surveys of 
all the executive establishments and the substance of its printed reports related, 
for the most part, to discussions of general principles. As this plan did not 
concentrate upon accomplishments, Congress could not be persuaded to continue 
the expense. 


" Congressional Record, February 20, 1923. 
84329—51 12 
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“However, many of the leaders in Congress who had long legislative experi- 
ence and were thoroughly familiar with the variety and magnitude of the matters 
administered by the various establishments of the executive branch, believed 
that the proper way to effect improvements was through an organization that 
would specialize in this work with a view to presenting constructive recom- 
mendations of such a practical nature that their final adoption by the various 
administrative heads would follow as a matter of course. 

“To test the practicability of this plan, Congress, in 1913, created the Division 
of Efficiency of the Civil Service Commission. From the beginning the work 
done by the Division of Efficiency fulfilled the expectations of the leaders of 
Congress, and, measured in the terms of the saving to the Government resulting 
from its work, the Division more than justified its cost. 

“The only defect in the original plan was demonstrated quickly during the first 
few years. The members of the Civil Service Commission were not themselves 
qualified in the specialized field of the work of the Division. The Commission 
devoted nearly all of its time and attention to what it conceived to be its para 
mount duty—namely, the enforcement of the Civil Service Act and rules. The 
Division was thus handicapped in planning its work and the policies of the 
Commission made it difficuit to draft and present its reports to advantage. 

“This defect was remedied by the act of February 28, 1916, which made the 
Division of Efficiency an independent establishment, to be known as the Bureau 
of Efficiency. 

“One of the first assignments of the Division of Efficiency was the duty of 
establishing a system of efficiency ratings for the classified service in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, in accordance with the provisions of the act of August 23, 
1912. This law required that such a uniform system should become effective 
only with the approval of the President. From 1914 to 1920 the problems pre- 
ceding and incident to our participation in the World War were of such great 
importance that the Bureau's efforts to-interest the various establishments in 
a standard efficiency rating system were unsuccessful. The President’s approval 
of a standard system obviously could not be obtained unless the administrative 
establishments first considered the system and expressed their views. Also, the 
great expansion of the Government activities during the latter part of this period 
brought so many demands upon the staff of the Bureau, both from Congress 
and the heads of the establishments whose work was essential to the successful 
prosecution of the war, that it was necessary for the Bureau to abandon tempo 
rarily its efforts to obtain the approval of a standard efficiency rating system. 
However, the President’s approval of a standard system was given by Executive 
Order 3567 of October 23, 1921. 

“Since the installation of this system the Bureau’s duty in the matter has 
been to assist the various establishments in the District of Columbia in following 
the prescribed procedure and in considering the need for improvements. Under 
the Classification Act of 1923 any improvements or modifications in the system 
must be approved by the Personnel Classification Board before they become 
effective. 

“The act of February 20, 1929 (45 Stat. 1233) requires the Bureau of I fficiencs 
to certify annually to the Bureau of the Budget a statement of the amount of the 
estimated savings that were effected as a result of surveys and recommendations 
made by the Bureau in cooperation with the bureau or office involved. The re 
ports which have been submitted in compliance with this law are as follows (pp. 
1 and 2).” 

(Inserted here were 15 printed pages of savings achieved, studies and recom- 
mendations. ) 

SERVICE TO CONGRESS 


“At the time the Bureau of Efficiency was created in 1916 the leaders in Co! 
gress realized the need for some independent establishment that would be avai 
able to assist Congress by ascertaining essential facts and presenting suggestions 
for consideration in connection with pending or proposed legislation. These 
leaders felt that to be of real value this establishment should have no regular 
administrative duties. Experience had shown that when important administra 
tive work was combined with highly specialized work of this kind the adminis 

rative work gradually was given more and more attention, with the result that 
it so completely absorbed the time and attention of the officers in charge that 
the work incident to studies of organization, methods, and procedure was great!) 
neglected. Should such an organization be burdened with administrative dutics 
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it would not be free to make surveys and present impartial recommendations 
because of its administrative interests. 

“The Bureau of Efficiency was created as an independent establishment to 
serve this need of Congress. The experience since its organization shows that 
jit has been used in this way and that those who have succeeded the leaders in 
Congress since 1916 have adhered to this viewpoint of their predecessors. In 
other words, the Bureau of Efficiency serves the various establishments of the 
executive branch of the Government and also renders this special service to 
Congress and its various committees and Members. 

“The work performed by the Bureau of Efficiency does not duplicate that of 
any other Government establishment. It is the only branch of the Government 
that makes intensive studies of the organization and the methods of business 
with a view to the development of constructive suggestions for improvements 
that will result either in doing the work better or eliminating unnecessary efforts, 
or both. Usually the adoption of these constructive recommendations results in 
improved practices and in reductions in the cost to the Government, which, in the 
aggregate, are most substantial.” (Feb. 3, 1932, pp. 17-18.) 


Appenpix C 


BACKGROUND OF CONTROVERSY Over Power To ORIGINATE APPROPRIATION BILLS 

Just before the conclusion of the hearings on S. 913, Mr. Fred A. Schuckman 
raised a question as to the propriety of the practice of requiring that both revenue 
and appropriation bills may originate only in the House of Representatives. <A 
brief collection of material is therefore assembled in this appendix. 

The Constitution of the United States reads: “All bills for raising revenue shall 
criginate in the House of Representatives ; but the Senate may propose or concur 
with amendments as on Other bills * * *” (sec. 7of art. 1). 

Down through the years the Senate has accepted a broad interpretation of this 
section, which excludes it not only from the initiation of revenue, but of appro- 
priation bills as well. Sharp controversy has, however, arisen from time to time. 
To reflect the differences, the following material first reprints sections 1500, and 
1501 from Hind’s Precedents of the House of Representatives. 

This material is followed by a reprint of a very scarce brief pamphlet (S. 
Doc. No. 872, dated July 15, 1912) in which former United States Senator John 
Sharp Williams discusses “the constitutional power of the House cf Representa- 
tives to originate supply bills.” 


Excerets From HINDs’ PRECEDENTS OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES RELATIVE TO 
SENATE Power To INITIATE APPROPRIATION BILLs (1907, VoL. II, pe. 971-4) 


“SpoTion 1500. Discussion by a committe of the House of the constitutional 
right of the Senate to originate bills appropriating money from the Treasury.— 
On March 11, 1880, the bill (S. 1157) entitled ‘An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to purchase additional lots of ground adjoining the new 
building for the Bureau of Engraving and Printing’ was reported from the Com- 
mittee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. A question having arisen as to the 
clause of the bill making an appropriation, it was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary with instructions to inquire into the right of the Senate under the 
Constitution to originate bills making appropriations of money belonging to 
the Treasury of the United States. 

“On February 2, 1881, Mr. J. Proctor Knott, of Kentucky, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, submitted a report (No. 147) recommending the adoption of 
this resolution : 

“*Resolved, That the Senate had the constitutional power to originate the bill 
referred, and that the power to originate bills appropriating money from the 
Treasury of the United States is not exclusive in the House of Representatives.’ 

“The Minority of the committee, Messrs. Hurd, House, Ryon, Lapham, and 
Williams, filed dissenting views, recommending these resolutions: 

“*Resolved, That the seventh section of article 1 of the Constitution, which 
provides that “All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Rep- 
lesentatives,” confers exclusive power upon the House to originate bills appro- 
priating money from the Public Treasury. 

“*Pesolved, That the Senate bill which has been referred to this committee be 
returned to the Senate of the United States with a copy of these resolutions.’ 
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“The report and the views of the minority were ordered printed, but no fur- 
ther action was taken either on them or on the bill in question.” 

“Both the majority and minority submitted exhaustive arguments in support of 
their respective positions. The majority contended that if the words of the 
Constitution were to be taken in their ordinary acceptation, it was difficult to 
conceive how there could possibly be two opinions, for the distinction between 
raising revenue and disposing of it after it had been raised was sufficiently 
obvious to be understood by even the commonest capacity. It was true that 
from the time the Constitution was framed there had been an impression, more 
or less general, that this clause had a much broader signification than its terms 
implied. Many, including Mr. Madison, Mr. Webster, and Justice Storey, had 
seemed to regard the expression ‘bills for raising revenue’ as synonymous with 
the term ‘money bills... The committee then examines the use of the term 
‘money bills,’ especially with reference to the usages of the British Parlia 
ment, where money has long been raised and expended by the same bills. In 
Massachusetts, where the constitution provided that ‘money bills’ should origi 
nate in the House of Representatives, the supreme court had given the opinion 
that this did not preclude the origination of appropriation bills by the Senate 
Both at the time of the formation of our Constitution as well as since, the ap 
propriation of the revenue was in England a mere incident to measures by which 
it was granted to the Crown and brought into the exchequer. The House of 
Commons claimed and exercised the exclusive right both to raise and appro- 
priate the revenue. With this example in their minds the framers of our Con 
stitution, had they intended to confine the origination of appropriation bills to 
the House, would have done so in perfectly plain and unequivocal terms. In 
the debates on the Constitution the policy of investing the House with the ex- 
clusive privileges of the English Commons in regard to ‘money bills’ was per- 
sistently urged, and it was to be assumed that the refusal to do this was signifi- 
eant of an intention not to give to the House the exclusive privilege. In the 
Senate in 1856 the question of originating some of the general appropriation bills 
was discussed, and such bills were framed and sent to the House. These bil!s 
were laid on the table in the House, not because of a contention that the Senate 
had transgressed the constitutional privilege of the House, but because similar 
bills had already passed the House. The committee declined to discuss the policy 
of the principle, but only refer to its strict constitutional basis. 

“The minority, in their views, gave six reasons: 

“1. That the word ‘revenue’ meant money received into the Treasury for public 
uses, and the words ‘raising revenue’ must include bills appropriating money to 
the use of the Government, as well as bills providing for levying and collecting 
taxes. This was shown from the English precedents, where the essential act 
to constitute the money raised revenue was the grant, without which not one 
dollar could be used for the national expenses. 

“2. The proceedings of the Constitutional Convention showed very clearly 
that the term ‘revenue’ was intended to be used in its ordinary sense of appro 
priating as well as collecting money for uses of the Government. The committee 
review these proceedings carefully in support of this position, and also examine 
the English precedents. Incidentally dissent is expressed as to the decision of the 
Supreme Court of Massachusetts. 

“3. The speeches in the conventions of the different States called for the con- 
sideration of the Constitution; the writings of the friends of that instrument, 
published for the purpose of securing its adoption; the expressions of members 
of the Constitutional Convention, and the opinions of the ablest commentators 
on the Constitution all showed that the phrase ‘bills for raising revenue’ was the 
equivalent of ‘money bills,’ which in the English Government at the time of the 
framing of our Constitution included bills of appropriations. The minority give 
citations in support of this. 

“4. From the time of the first Congress appropriation bills had, with few 
exceptions, originated in the House. By unvarying usage all general appro- 
priation bills had originated in the lower branch of Congress. The action of the 
Senate in 1857 (1856) emphasized this rule. The first appropriation bill provided 
in its opening section the sources from which the money should be drawn, and 
afterward directed the purposes to which it should be applied. In one of the 
first bills for the imposition of duties it was provided that out of the proceeds 
a sum of $600,000 should be set aside annually for the public expenditure, and 


122 Third session, 46th Cong., p. 309; Record, p. 1146. 
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in almost every general appropriation bill until 1813 it was declared that out of 
that $600,000 the sums set aside for particular purposes should be paid. These 
enactments were in manifest analogy to similar legislation in the British Parlia- 
ment and show plainly that the early opinion was universal that the House of 
Representatives possessed the same power over money bills which belonged to 
the House of Commons. 

“D>. The minority cite the terms of the Constitution itself in confirmation of 
their view. ; 

“6. The immediate representatives of the people should have the control of the 
purse, and the power of originating appropriation bills was a trust which should 
be retained.” 

“On January 23, 1885," Mr. Frank H. Hurd, of Ohio, as a question of privilege, 
submitted the following: 

“*Whereas certain bills appropriating money from the Treasury of the United 
States, originating in the Senate, have passed that body and have been sent to 
this House for its concurrence, which are now upon the Speaker's table, to wit, 
Senate bill No. 398, entitled “A bill to aid in the establishment and temporary 
support of common schools,’ and many others; and 

“*Whereas it is asserted that these bills are in violation of the privilege of 
this House to exclusively originate bills for raising revenue: Therefore be it 

“*Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary be hereby directed to inquire 
into the power of the Senate to originate bills appropriating money from the 
Treasury of the United States, and report to this House at as early a day as 
practicable.’ 

“Mr. J. Frederick C. Talbott, of Maryland, made the point of order that the 
resolution did not present a question of privilege. 

“The Speaker * said that whenever it was asserted on the floor of the House 
that the rights or privileges of the House had been invaded or violated, it was 
the duty of the Chair to entertain the said question, at least to the exent of sub- 
mitting it tothe House. Therefore he overruled the point of order. 

“The House then proceeded to the consideration of the resolution, Mr. Hurd 
offering in its support an elaborate constitutional argument. 

“After debate, Mr. Albert S. Willis, of Kentucky, moved to lay the resolution 
and preamble on the table. 

“This motion was agreed to, yeas 128, nays 123.’ 


; 


ee 


% On February 8, 1888, during the consideration of the bill (S. 371) to aid in the estab- 
lishment of common schools, the constitutional power of appropriation was debated at some 
leneth in the Senate (1st sess., 50th Cong., Record, pp. 1046-1055). 

On May 15, 1888, the Senate debated the constitutional right of the House in the origina- 
tion of appropriation bills, and also the subjects of amendments to such bills by the Senate 
(Ist sess., 50th Cong., Record, pp. 4151-4158). 

On January 7, 1856, during the prolonged contest over the election of a Speaker in the 
House, and while the House, from its disorganized condition, was unable to transact any 
business, Mr. Richard Brodhead, Jr., of Pennsylvania, presented in the Senate a proposi- 
tion that the Committee on Finance be directed to inquire into the expediency of reporting 
the appropriation bills, with a view of obtaining a more speedy action on them than could 
be obtained by awaiting the action of the House. After a debate involving to some extent 
the constitutional right of the Senate to originate these bills, the resolution was agreed to. 
On February 4, Mr. Robert M. T. Hunter, of Virginia, from the Committee on Finance, 
reported that they had had the resolution under consideration and had deemed it best for 
the Senate to instruct them by the adoption of this resolution : 

“Resolved, That the Committee on Finance be instructed to prepare and report such of 
the general appropriation bills as they may deem. expedient.” 

On February 7 this resolution was agreed to after a debate on the constitutional question 
involved, Mr. William H. Seward, of New York, making an especially strong plea against 
departing from the practice since the foundation of the Government (1st sess., 34th Cong., 
Globe, pp. 160, 349. 375). 

But while there has been dispute as to the theory, there has been no deviation from the 
practice that the general appropriation bills (as distinguished from special bills appropriat- 
ing for single, specific purpose) originate in the House of Representatives. 

“Seorron 1501. In 1885 the House, after learned debate, declined to investigate 
the power of the Senate to originate bills appropriating money. 

“Whenever it is asserted on the floor that the privileges of the House are 
invaded, the Speaker entertains the question. 

4 2d sess., 48th Cong., Journal, pp. 316, 317; Record, pp. 948-962. 
® John G. Carlisle, of Kentucky, Speaker. 
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THE Suppry BILts 


ARTICLE BY HON. JOHN SHARP WILLIAMS CONCERNING THE CONSTITUTIONAL POWER 
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES TO ORIGINATE SUPPLY BILLS 


{From Elliot's Proceedings] 


Among the resolutions offered by Mr. Edmund Randolph to the Convention, May 
29, 1787, I find the following: 

“Resolved, That each branch ought to possess the right of originating acts; 
that the National Legislature ought to be empowered to enjoy the legislative 
right vested in Congress by the confederation ; and, moreover, to legislate in all 
cases to which the separate States are incompetent, or in which the harmony) 
of the United States may be interrupted by the exercise of individual legisla 
tion; to negative all laws passed by the several States, contravening, in the 
opinion of the National Legislature, the articles of union, or any treaty sub- 
sisting under the authority of the Union; and to call forth the force of the 
Union against any member of the Union failing to fulfill its duty under the 
articles thereof.” 

From Mr. Charles Pinckney’s “Draft of a Federal Government,” I quote the 
following: 

“All money bills of every kind shall originate in the House of Delegates and 
shall not be altered by the Senate.” [Italics mine.] 

Thursday, July 5, 1787. “The committee to whom were referred the eighth 
resolution reported from the Committee of the Whole House, and so much of the 
seventh as hath not been decided on,” submitted a report, from which 1 quote the 
following: 

“That all bills for raising or appropriating money, and for fixing the salaries 
of the officers of the Government of the United States, shall originate in the 
first branch of the legislature and shall not be altered or amended by the second 
branch.” [Italics mine.] 

On the question as to whether this clause should stand as a part of the report, 
it passed in the affirmative. 

On Monday, July 16, 1787, the question being taken on the whole of the report 
from the grand committee as amended, it passed in the affirmative. From the 
report, as passed, I quote the following: 

“Resolved, That all bills for raising or appropriating money, and for fixing 
the salaries of the officers of the Government of the United States, shall origi- 
nate in the first branch of the legislature of the United States and shall not be 
altered or amended by the second branch.” [Italics mine.] 

From the resolutions of the Convention, referred on the 23d and 26th of 
July to a committee of detail (Messrs. Rutledge, Randolph, Gorham, Ellsworth, 
and Wilson) for the purpose of reporting a constitution, I quote the following : 

“X. Resolved, That all bills for raising or appropriating money, and for fixing 
the salaries of the officers of the Government of the United States, shall origi- 
nate in the first branch of the legislature of the United States and shall not 
be altered or amended by the second branch.” [Italics again mine.] 

From the draft of the Constitution, reported by the Committee of Five, August 
6, 1787, I quote as follows: 

“Src. 5. All bills for raising or appropriating money, and for fixing the salaries 
of the officers of the Government, shall originate in the House of Representa- 
tives and shall not be altered or amended by the Senate. No money shall be 
drawn from the Public Treasury but in pursuance of appropriations that shall 
originate in the House of Representatives.” [Italics again mine.] 

On Monday, August 13, 1787, it was moved by Mr. Randolph, and seconded, 
to amend the fifth section of the fourth article to read as follows, namely: 

“All bills for raising money for the purposes of revenue or for appropriating 
the same shall originate in the House of Representatives and shall not be 
altered by the Senate, etc.” 

Note here it is: “Raising money for the purposes of revenue.” Distinction be- 
tween “raising money” and raising “revenue.” 

The question was taken on the first clause of this amendment which passed 
in the negative. 
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On Wednesday, August 15, 1787, it was moved and seconded to amend the 
twelfth section of the sixth article, as follows: 

“Each House shall possess the right of originating all bills, except bills for 
raising money for the purposes of revenue, or for appropriating the same, and 
for fixing the salaries of the officers of the Government; which shall originate 
in the House of Representatives; but the Senate may propose or concur with 
amendments, as in other cases.” 

It was moved and seconded to postpone the consideration of the last amend- 
ment; which was passed in the affirmative. 

Yeas: New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Virginia, North Carolina, South Caro- 
lina, Georgia—6 ; Nays: Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Mary- 
land—5. 

Notre.—The small States in the negative. 

On Saturday, September 8, 1787, it was moved and seconded to amend the 
third clause of the report, entered on the Journal of the fifth instant, to read 
as follows, instead of the twelfth section, sixth article. 

“All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Representatives ; 
but the Senate may propose or concur with amendments, as on other bills. No 
money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appropriations 
by law.” 

Which passed in the affirmative. 

No discussion. Evidently nobody thought that it made a difference from 
previous drafts. Why? Because the phrase “raising revenue,’ was equivalent 
to the phrase, “raising money and appropriating the same. 

Ayes: New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia—9. Nays: Delaware, Mary- 
land—2. 

This time only the two smallest States vote nay, they still sticking for their 
branch of the National Legislature—the Senate—to have right to originate. 

It was moved and seconded to appoint a committee of five “to revise the style 
of, and arrange” the articles agreed to by the House; which passed in the affirm- 
ative. 

Note what I have italicized in the foregoing sentence. 

September 12, 1787. From a revised draft of the Constitution reported Sep- 
tember 12, 1787, by the committee of revision of style, I quote the following 
from section 7: 

“All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Representatives; 
but the Senate may propose or concur with amendments, as on other bills. 

As reported by the committee appointed on September 8 to revise the style. 
No discussion. 

Seems still evident that to “raise revenue” meant to raise money and appro- 
priate it. 


” 


[From Yate’s Minutes] 


On Tuesday, July 3, 1787, the grand committee met. From a motion of Dr. 
Franklin, which, after some modification, was agreed to, and made the basis of 
a report to the committee, I quote the following: 

“That bills for raising or appropriating money and for fixing salaries of the 
officers of the Government of the United States shall originate in the first 
branch of the legislature, and shall not be altered or amended by the second 
branch; and that no money shall be drawn from the Public Treasury but in 
pursuance of appropriations to be originated in the first branch.” 

This is the history of the clause up to its report by the Committee on Revision 
and Style and Arrangement and its adoption by the convention. Meager, but, 
to my mind, conclusive. 

In the consideration of the adoption of the Constitution by the several States 
in their conventions I find nothing in the discussions in Massachusetts, Connecti- 
cut, New Hampshire, New York, Pennsylvania, or Maryland which is significant, 
unless it be because the absence of discussion shows that they notice no variance 
between the provisions of the Constitution and the several provisions of the 
several States requiring money or supply bills to originate in the lower houses. 
When I come to the proceedings of the State of Virginia, however, I find that 
Mr. Madison, in his argument in advocacy of the adoption of the constitution of 
the Virginia convention, uses the following language: 

“Mr. Chairman, the criticism made by the honorable member is that there is 
an ambiguity in the words, and that it is not clearly ascertained where the 
origination of money bills may take place. J suppose the first part of the 
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clause ts sufficiently expressed to exclude all doubts. The gentlemen who com- 
posed the convention divided in opinion concerning the utility of confining this 
to any particular branch. Whatever it may be in Great Britain, there is suffi- 
cient difference between us and them to render it inapplicable to this country. 
It has always appeared to me to be a matter of no great consequence whether 
the Senate had a right of originating or proposing amendments to money bills 
or not. To withhold it from them would create a disagreeable dispute. Some 
American constitutions make no difference. Virginia and South Carolina are, 
I think, the only States where this power is restrained. In Massachusetts and 
other States the power of proposing amendments is vested unquestionably in 
their senates. No inconvenience has resulted from it. On the contrary, with 
respect to South Carolina, this clause is continually a source of disputes. When 
a bill comes from the other house the senate entirely rejects it, and this 
causes contentions. When you send a bill to the senate without the power 
of making any alteration, you force them to reject the bill altogether when it 
would be necessary and advantageous that it should pass. 

“The power of proposing alterations removes this inconvenience, and does 
not appear to me at all objectionable. I should have no objection to their 
having a right of originating such bills. * * * There is no landmark or 
constitutional provision in Great Britain which prohibits the House of Lords 
from intermeddling with money bills; but the House of Commons have estab- 
lished this rule. Yet the lords insist on their having a right to originate 
them, as they possess great property, as well as the commons, and are taxed 
like them. The House of Commons object to their claim, lest they should too 
lavishly make grants to the Crown and increase the taxes. * * * When a 
bill is sent with proposed amendments to the House of Representatives, if they 
find the alterations defective, they are not conclusive. The House of Repre- 
sentatives are the judges of their propriety, and the recommendation of the Senate 
is nothing.” 

Mr. Madison here uses the words “money bills” as synonymous with “bills to 
aise revenue.” Power to originate important, lest upper House be “too lavish 
n their grants.” Says House of Representatives are “the judges of the propriety 
of money bills, and the recommendation of the Senate is nothing.” 

Mr. Grayson, arguing upon the other side, made use of the following language: 

‘The Senate could strike out every word of the bill, except the word ‘whereas,’ 
or any other introductory word, and might substitute new words of their own.” 

Friday, July 25, 1788. In the North Carolina convention I find that Mr. Iredell, 
arguing in favor of the adoption of the Constitution, urged this clause specially 
on the ground that the “House of Representatives would be more numerous than 
the Senate”; that “they will represent the immediate interests of the people, etc.,” 
showing that Mr. Iredell regarded the phrase “money bills” as synonymous with 
the phrase “bills to raise revenue.” I find further on that Mr. Iredell, in another 
speech to the same convention, identifies the right given to the House of Repre- 
sentatives with that already enjoyed by the House of Commons in Great Britain, 
as is shown by the following quotation of his language: 

“Yet the Commons have generally been able to carry everything before them. 
The circumstances of their representing the great body of the people alone gives 
them great weight. This weight has great authority added to it by their 
possessing the right (a right given to the people's representatives in Congress) 
of exclusively originating money bills.” 

Note the significance of the parentheses above. 

He continues. 

“The authority over money will do everything. A government cannot be sup- 
ported without money. Our Representatives may at any time compel the Senate 
to agree to a reasonable measure by withholding supplics till the measure is 
consented, There was a great debate in the convention whether the Senate 
should have an equal power of originating money bills. It was strongly in- 
sisted by some that it should; but at length a majority thought it unadvisable, 
and the clause was passed as it now stands. I have reason to believe that our 
Representatives had a great share in establishing this excellent regulation, and 
in my opinion they deserve the public thanks for it.” 

And still later, in reenforcing the same contention, he uses the following 
language: 

“Tt is contended by that gentleman that the addition of the power of making 
treaties to the other powers will make the Senate dangerous; that they would 
be even dangerous to the representatives of the people. The gentleman has not 
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proved this in theory. Whence will he adduce an exampie to prove it? What 
passes in England directly disproves his assertion. In that country the repre- 
sentatives of the people are chosen under undue influence—frequently by direct 
bribery and corruption. They are elected for seven years, and many of the 
members hold offices under the Crown—some during pleasure, others for life. 
They are also not a genuine representation of the people but, from a change 
of circumstances, a mere shadow of it. Yet under these disadvantages, they 
having the sole power of originating money bills, it has been found that the 
power of the King and lords is much less considerable than theirs. The high 
prerogatives of the King and the great power and wealth of the lords have 
been more than once mentioned in the course of the debates. If under such 
circumstances such representatives—mere shadows of representatives—by hav- 
ing the power of the purse and the sacred name of the people to rely upon are 
an overmateh for the King and lords, who have such great hereditary qualifica- 
tions, we may safely conclude that our own representatives, who will be a 
genuine representation of the people, and having equally the right of originat- 
ing money bills, will at least be a match for the Senate, possessing qualifica- 
tions so inferior to those of the House of Lords in England.” 

In the House of Representatives, March 2, 1797, Mr, Nicholas said: 

“The power of this House to control appropriations has been settled. It was 
indeed an absurdity to call a body a legislature and at the same time deny them 
a control over the public purse. Jf it were not so, where would he the use of 
going through the forms of that House with a money bill? The Executive 
might as well draw upon the Treasury at once for whatever sum he might 
stand in need of. A doctrine like this would be scouted even in despotic 
countries.” 

(Nore.—When he says “that House” he means the House of Representatives, 
referring back with his relative to his first sentence.) 

In the Federalationist, that great book whose articles were written by Hamilton, 
Madison, and Jay—in No. 57 of the Federalist, published in the New York Packet 
on Friday, February 22, 1788—I find language which I shall quote at large, 2 part 
of which I have put in italics as an easy way of bringing it to the attention of the 
reader. This article, in my opinion, judging by the style of it, was written 
by Alexander Hamilton. It is more interesting than Jay’s style and less diffuse 
than Mr. Madison's. Next to Mr. Madison himself, Mr. Hamilton perhaps knew 
better what the Constitutional Convention intended than almost any other one 
man. 

Although in some of the editions of the Federalist this number is attributed to 
Mr. Madison and in some others to Mr. Hamilton, in a majority of the sources 
of information, as far as I had time to run it down, the number is attributed 
to Mr. Madison; but in my opinion, as I said above, the better authority is that 
Hamilton wrote it, and the style is that of Alexander Hamilton. 

I quote from the article as follows: 

“These considerations seem to afford ample security on this subject, and 
ought alone to satisfy all the doubts and fears which have been indulged with 
regard to it. Admitting, however, that they should all be insufficient to subdue 
the unjust policy of the smaller States, or their predominant influence in the 
councils of the Senate, a constitutional and infallible resource still remains with 
the larger States, by which they will be able at all times to accomplish their 
just purposes. The House of Representatives cannot only refuse, but they 
alone can propose, the supplies requisite for the support of the Government. 
They, in a word, hold the purse; that powerful instrument by which we behold, 
in the history of the British constitution, an infant and humble representation 
of the people gradually enlarging the sphere of its activity and importance, and 
finally reducing, as far as it seems to have wished, all the overgrown preroga- 
tives of the other branches of the Government. This power over the purse may, 
in fact, be regarded as the most complete and effectual weapon with which any 
constitution can: arm the immediate representatives of the people for obtaining 
a redress of every grievance and for carrying into effect every just and salutary 
measure, 

“But will not the House of Representatives be as much interested as the Senate 
in maintaining the Government in its proper functions; and will they not, 
therefore, be unwilling to stake its existence or its reputation on the plianecy 
of the Senate? Or if such a trial of firmness between the two branches were 
hazarded, would not the one be as likely first to yield as the other? These 
questions will create no difficulty with those who reflect that in all cases the 
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smaller the number and the more permanent and conspicuous the station of 
men in power, the stronger must be the interest which they will individually 
feel in whatever concerns the Government. Those who represent the dignity 
of their country in the eyes of other nations will be particularly sensible to 
every prospect of public danger, or of a dishonorable stagnation in public 
affairs. To those causes we are to ascribe the continual triumph of the British 
House of Commons over the other branches of the Government whenever the 
engine of a money bill has been employed. An absolute inflexibility on the side 
of the latter, although it could not have failed to involve every department of 
the State in the general confusion, has neither been apprehended nor experi 
enced. The utmost degree of firmness that can be displayed by the Federal 
Senate or President will not be more than equal to a resistance, in which they 
will be supported by constitutional and patriotic principles.” 

You will note that his language is that the “House of Representatives 
cannot only refuse but they alone can propose the supplies requisite for the sup- 
port of the Government.” He adds, “They, in a word, hold the purse, etc.” This 
demonstrates beyond challenge that in the mind of Mr. Hamilton the phrase 
“bills to raise revenue” was synonymous with the old English phrase, “supply 
bills”, or, what we call in American phraseologoy now, “general appropriation 
bills”, as contradistinguished from “special appropriation bills”; that is to say 
appropriations for the Army and Navy, executive, legislative, and judicial de 
partments. 

Gentlemen have contended that while the practice of the Government was in 
accordance with my contention, that practice was not founded upon any con 
stitutional warrant. I place against their opinion the opinions of Hamilton 
and of Madison and of Iredell and of Nicholas (all, if I mistake not, members 
of the Constitutional Convention), but above all, I place the fact that when 
the committee on the revision of style reported the present phraseology that it 
excited no remark and no discussion, which is self-evident proof of the fact that 
in the opinion of the members of the Constitutional Convention it was a mere 
change of style or expression and not a change of substance, and that what was 
meant in their minds by the phrase “bills to raise revenue” was the same thing 
as is meant by the phrase “bills to raise money and to appropriate the same”, 
or by the phrase “money bills”, or by the phrase “supply bills”, all of which, in 
their minds at that time, were synonymous. 

Mr. Madison, than whom no man was better acquainted with the Constitution, 
in the Virginia Convention, constantly uses the words “money bills” and “supply 
bills” when talking about this clause and the power given the House by it. 

Mr. Hamilton uses the words “supplies requisite for the support of the Gov 
ernment.” 

The confusion of those who, in subsequent generations, have raised this 
question—and it is to be remembered that nobody in the generation of the 
framers of the Constitution did raise it or did try to make the distinction—grows 
out of their not understanding that a “bill te raise revenue” means a bill 
raise revenue for the supply of the erecutive branch of the Government. ‘There 
are two sorts of bills for raising revenue for the Government, or, as the Englisi 
called it, “for carrying on His Majesty’s Government.” One was by appropriating 
money already in the treasury. In this case the money had been raised, but 
it had not been made Government revenue and could not be made “revenue” 
to be disbursed by the executive branch until the legislative branch had appro 
priated it. When there was no money in the Treasury, then the money had to 
be “raised” through a bill to appropriate money and a bill to levy taxes, but 
it did not become “revenue” for the purpose of disbursement by the executive 
branch solely with the passage of a bill to levy taxes, nor solely with the pas 
sage of a bill to issue bonds, but there was need yet to appropriate the money 
The further act necessary to make it revenue for the disbursement of the 
executive branch was an appropriation, put money at the disposal of the execu 
tive branch except by not only a tax in the technical sense in which that phrase 
was used in the Constitution. There is no such thing as having the legislative 
branch put money at the disposal of the executive branch except by not only 
raising the money but by appropriating the same, and raising money and appro 
priating the same, both taken together, constitute “raising revenue” for the 
Government. 

Even “money in the Treasury” is not a Government “rercnue” until rendered 
disbursable by an appropriation of the money out of the Treasury. 
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If there were a billion of dollars in the Treasury it would not be revenue for 
earrying on the Government—revenue of the Government, revenue in a govern- 
mental or constitutional sense—until it had been appropriated, and as the House 
alone can originate a bill “to raise revenue,” it alone can originate a bill to 
transmute money in the Treasury into rerenue. 

Revenue—Government revenue—is money in the Treasury rendered available 
to the executive for expenditure for “carrying on the Government” by an 
appropriation. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] says that “not a week passes 
that we do not originate appropriation bills in the Senate”; that we originate 
them on claims, on public buildings, etc. I had never contended, and do not 
now contend, that the power of the House to originate goes beyond origination 
of general “supply bills” for the carrying on of the Government, or, as it was 
called in England, carrying on His Majesty’s or Her Majesty’s Government— 
what were called in England and by Hamilton, Madison, and their contempo- 
raries “money bills.” As to special appropriations for many purposes, even 
the House of Commons in England never claimed exclusive power over them 
The Senator adds: “There is, in my opinion, nothing in the Constitution that 
can be twisted into any such limitation’—that is, a limitation of the power 
to originate “supply bills’ in the House. In this the Senator differs from Mr, 
Hamilton; he differs from Mr. Madison; he differs from the first Congress that 
ever met; and he differs, in my opinion, because he has not truly understood 
the meaning of the phrase “to raise revenue.” To raise revenue for what? 
Why, evidently for disbursement by the Government. To be disbursed by whom? 
Why, evidently by the executive. To be appropriated by whom? Evidently by 
the legislative. Not a dollar in the Treasury can become revenue for carry- 
ing on the Government except after two things have been done: First, having 
the money placed there; and as long as it is there without appropriation by 
Congress it is not rerenue, it is merely moncy, because the Constitution provides 
that no money shall be taken out of the Treasury except in pursuance of an 
act of Congress. Secondly, after being put at the disposal of the executive 
for expenditure by appropriation out of the Treasury, then and then only has 
the money changed its character and become revenue, i. e., money for executive 


disbursement by direction of law. As long as it is in the Treasury without 
appropriation it is inert, dead, and cannot be used; it is not governmental 
revenue; it is not at the behest of the executive for disbursement. A “bill to 


raise revenue” is a bill to turn money into an active instrumentality for carrying 
on the Government. 

In 1871 the House adopted a resolution taking exceptions to a Senate bill 
which repealed the income tax. The Senate asserted the right to originate 
bills repealing a tax. Roscoe Conkling, as a Senate conferee, contended for 
the right. The House conferees refused to assent to the position of the Senate, 
and pointed out that not only “the right to originate tax and and tariff bills, 
but also appropriation bills” was “conceded to the House of Representatives 
without dispute until the year 1832, when the right of repealing duties was 
unsuccessfully asserted by the Senate, and again in 1833 the same thing was 
attempted, but without success.” 

You will note that the Senate never until then ever asserted any right over 
general appropriation bills. The resolution recommended by the House con- 
ferees was adopted by the House after debate. 

Senator Hoar quotes Mr. Webster, who certainly was a very fine constitutional 
lawyer, as saying: “Whatever the Senate might think, the House is the sole 
constitutional judge of the extent, meaning, and scope of that constitutional 
provision”, to wit: The constitutional provision to originate revenue bills. 
Senator Hoar adds: “Mr. Webster was clearly right.” 

A very clear discussion of this will be found on page 161 of Mr. McCall's “The 
Business of Congress.” Mr. McCall adds: 

“In practice, the general appropriation bills are now in a sense treated as 
money bills, and their formation as well as the formation of those relating to 
taxation, is given over to the House.” 

I admit that the House has sometimes been lax in this assertion of its rigm, 
but whenever the matter has been narrowed down to a crisis and discussed, 
the Hosue has always maintained its right, and the Senate has always acquiesced 
in it. It is idleness to say that this assertion and maintenance and this 
acquiescence would have taken place without constitutional authority. 

Senator Hoar well said: 

“By a practice as old as the Government itself the Constitutional prerogative 
of the House has been held to apply to all the general appropriation bills.” 
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Reference is directed here to an article entitled “Conduct of Business in Con- 
gress,” published in the North American Review, CX XVII, page 113. 

In this connection it is pertinent to inquire that, if I be not right about all 
this, why is it that the letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting 
estimates for appropriations for the fiscal year, is invariably sent to the House 
and not to the Senate? Why is it not sent to the Senate in the first place, 
or why not at the same time? Why not addressed to Congress or Both Houses? 
It is sent to the House immediately after the House convenes and is referred 
to the House Committee on Appropriations. This has been the uniform custom 
ever since the First Congress met. 

Prof. Woodrow Wilson says that the Constitution is silent as to the origina- 
tion of bills appropriating money. This statement is not correct. The state- 
ment begs the question. What are “bills for raising revenue” except bill to 
make money mobile as a governmental instrumentality—as revenue? Every 
supply bill is a money bill. Every money bill is a bill to raise revenue. The 
“revenue” is not “raised” until the appropriation of the money is directed, 
Raised for what? With us, “to carry on the Government’; in England, “to 
carry on His Majecty’s Government.” Who pays out the money to carry on the 
Government? Why, the Executive, of course. Who raises, or provides, or sup- 
plies the money for the Executive to pay out or to disburse? Why, the legis- 
lative branch, equally of course. Who pays your salary or mine? Why, the 
Executive. And how? By an order upon the Treasury. And in consequence 
of what? In consequence of an appropriation bill, rendering inert, dead money 
active, live Government revenue. You and I are paid by a warrant on the 
Treasury. We cannot pay our own salaries directiy to ourselves by ourselves, 
How is the Executive warranted to give the warrant? Why by an act of 
Congress, of course. What is this act? Why, it is a bill to raise supplies— 
to raise revenue for carrying on the Government. The revenue is not raised 
for Executive capacity to pay out, and, therefore, not raised as governmental 
revenue as an instrumentality in the disbursement whereof the Government 
is carried on until appropriated by Congress and the purpose of the appropria- 
tion designated in an act of Congress. How is revenue raised? I answer, in 
two ways. What are they? If the money be already in exchequer or the 
Treasury here, it is raised for a designated purpose by its appropriation; and 
if there be no money in the Treasury, then it is raised by levying a tax and at 
the same time or afterwards appropriating the proceeds of it—by tax bills and 
appropriation bills. 

Much of the confusion has grown out of forgettting that in the early history 
of the country, tax bills and appropriation bills, the conjoint purpose of the two 
being to raise Government revenue, were provided for in the same act. The 
Ways and Means Committee of the House levied a tax and at the same time 
appropriated the tax in one act, which constituted a budget. Later on, when the 
magnitude of our government machinery began to assert itself, the work was 
divided. Tax bills were left to the Committee on Ways and Means, and bills 
appropriating the proceeds of taxes were left to a new committee called the 
Committee on Appropriations. It was not until after this division of labor 
occurred that any confusion in public thought ever occurred. 

Levying a tax and appropriating the money thus raised are two parts of the 
same act, the object of both of which is to “raise revenue” for carrying on the 
Government. If you appropriate when there is no money in the Treasury, the 
Government will not have any revenue. If you levy and collect a tax, but do not 
appropriate, the Government will still have no revenue, In one and the same 
bill, or else in two different bills, you must do the two things which are parts 
of the same act: First, put money in the Treasury; secondly, turn the money 
into Government revenue by appropriating it. 

Henry Jones Ford in his book, The Cost of Our National Government (p. 11), 
Says, very properly: “It is a fundamental principle of constitutional government 
that appropriations are made and expenditures are controlled by the representa- 
tives of the people.” He adds that “the process of budget making starts with 
the transmission of a letter from the Secretary of the Treausry to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, giving estimates of appropriations required 
for the public service”; and “cognressional action on the estimates thus trans- 
ferred begins in the House of Representatives.” (See ibid., p. 14.) 

This is a significant recognition of the principle by the practice of the executive 
department. In fact, throughout our whole history the House has asserted, the 
Executive has practiced, and the Senate has acquiesced by practice in the gen- 
eral principle—a principle and practice founded on the real and historic meaning 
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of the phrase “bills to raise revenue’—a meaning contemporaneous with the 
Constitution. 

I quote from the same author, page 23: “We began our National Government 
with a firm and precise principle of budget control; namely, that the House 
of Representatives held the purse strings. It was the the expectation of the 
framers of the Constitution that the immediate representatives of the people 
would control the budget and fix expenditures.” 

In No. 57 of the Federalist support was given to this position. 

I call the reader's attention to Congressional Record, volue 16, part 2, page 949 
et seq., being the Record of the Forty-eighth Congress, second session. Repre- 
sentative Hammond (p. 952), in his reply to what I have called attention to, 
confuses special appropriations, which are not supply bills, with general appro- 
priations, which are and have always been so treated, both in England and here; 
and here, as Senator Hoar says, “even from the very origin of the Government.” 

Mr. Hammond likewise confuses the phrese “raising revenue” and the phrase 
“raising money.” Refore the Committee on Style changed the verbiage proposed 
in the Constitutional Convention it read “bills to raise money and make appro- 
priation of the same.” The language “b'lls to raise revenne” was substituted 
and, as far as I can find out, without debate or opposition of any description, 
showing that the men who had voted for the former phraseology thought that the 
latter meant the same thing; that is, that a “bill to raise revenue” involved the 
ideas of “raising money” and appropriating the same 

Raising money, or putting money into the Treasury, is one thing. Making 
out of money Government revenue is another thing. The money is raised, or 
collected, or gotten when by operation of a tax bill it is covered into the Treasury, 
but it does not thereupon become revenue. The executive, which alone dis- 
burses revenue, cannot even touch it. If there were five hundred millions of 
dollars in the Treasury, no branch of the executive could touch it until the 
legislative branch had made it revenue by an appropriation bill. The process 
of raising revenue is not completed until by appropriation it has been made 
available for carrying on the Government. 

In Engind the means of taxation and the appropriation of money raised by 
taxes were both caried in the same bill, and such a bill was always indifferently 
called “a supply bill.” “a bill to raise revenue,” “a money bill.” The com- 
mittee of the whole of the House of Commons when moved for that purpose was 
called the committee on ways and means, hence the name for our House stund- 
ing Committee on Ways and Means, which in eur early history had jurisdiction 
over both these parts of the same transaction, to wit, tax bills to put money into 
the Treasury and appropriation bills directing the use of the money raised by the 
taxing power; that is, making of the inert money in the Treasury Government 
revenue to be disbursed by the Executive—making it by law available for execu- 
tive disbursement. 

At first, as I have already said, even with us bills cenerally did both at the 
same time, but grad'ally we found necd for two committees in the House acting 
separately, and out of this grew much of the confusion which has resulted in the 
failure to make the distinction between “raising money” and “raising revenue” 
the distinction hetween money lying inert in the Treasury and money made active 
and motile as a “overnm>ntal revenve. Goevernmental revenue is money in the 
Treasury appropriated and placed at the disposal of the Erecutive fer carrying 
on the Government, with more or less or somtimes no specific and detailed direc- 
tion for its expenditrre. The point is that it is not Government revenue until 
the Executive can use it. 

In Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, and New Hampshire at the time of 
the adoption of the Constiftrtion all money bills had to originate in the lower 
house, and the senate, or upper house, could amend. 

In the colonial constitution of Massachusetts the exact language of the Federal 
Constitution is used, to wit: That the Senate “may propose or concur with 
amendments.” 

B'ackstone defined “money bills” to be “all bills by which money is directed 
to be raised.” Now, mark that language—“money is directed to be raised” 
that is. directed to be made alive: directed to cease to be inert; directed to be 
lifted into the capacity of carrying on the Government. 

The House of Lords in 1702, 1708, 1719, 1733, and 1726 disputed as the United 
States Senate seems to be beginning to dispute here, the power of the House of 
Commons to originate appropriation bills, and tried, as gentlemen are beginning 
to try here, to confuse the power of originating tax bills with the power to raise 
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revenue. The Commons always contended that the tax bills and the appropria- 
tion bills were part and parcel of the same thing. That contention of the repre- 
sentatives of the people which was successfully carried to a consummation in 
Great Britain must be carried to the same successful consummation here, or else 
there is danger of the cessation of all popular control of legislation. 

If you will read the proceedings of the Constitutional Convention at Phila- 
delphia very carefully you will find that the whole argument there was whether 
the Senate should or should not have the right to amend. There never was one 
moment spent in discussion as to whether the House should or should not have 
the right to originate. As distinguished a man as George Washington took a very 
broad position in favor of giving the Senate the right to amend, or, as the Consti- 
tution expresses it, to propose and concur in amendments. 

In 1856 Mr. Seward, of New York, said: “We make a revenue bill but once in 
10 or 12 years, and these appropriation bills are, in fact, what were intended, 
I suppose, by the framers of the Constitution as bills of revenue.” (See Con- 
gressional Record, vol. 16, pt. 2, p. 954.) He added: “The practice for these 70 
years had been that all appropriations of this character” (and by that he means 
general appropriation bills) “have originated in the House.” He further adds: 
“The stubborn fact is that the Senate has never originated an appropriation bill” 
(meaning, of course, a general supply bill) “but has always conceded to the 
House their origination, and the House of Representatives has never conceded 
to the Senate the right to originate such bills, but has always insisted upon 
and has always exercised that right itself.” Then further he adds significantly : 
“The spirit of the Constitution as ascertained from the British Constitution and 
the extemporaneous debates and from the practice for 70 years is stronger than 
the letter of the Constitution.” 

Our Constitution provides that no money shall be taken out of the Treasury 
except in pursuance of law appropriating it. From this it follows, even if the 
history of the particular langauge, “bills to raise revenue,” did not demonstrate 
it, that money is not revenue wherewith to carry on the Government until its 
expenditure is directed by law; that is, until it is appropriated. No Govern- 
ment “revenue” has been “raised” until after appropriation, because it cannot 
until then be used by the Executive, who alone can ever use it for carrying on 
the Government. 

Mr. Hammond, who has made out the strongest case ever made against what 
I am contending for, again confuses the source of revenue with revenue. A tax 
bill is a source of revenue, but the proceeds of a tax bill are not revenue until 
rendered available for expenditure by an appropriation. The phrase “No money 
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appropriations made by 
law” is absolutely of the same meaning as if it had been written, “No money in 
the Treasury shall be available to the Executive for disbursement as Government 
revenue but in consequence of appropriations made by law.” 

Hammond, by a slip of the tongue, which gives him away, uses the phrase 
“the revenue of the King’’—a perfectly accurate expression. Money in the 
exchequer in England is not revenue at all until it becomes by appropriation “the 
revenue of the King’; so that the King’s Government can pay it out, with or 
without specific direction. Nor does money in our Treasury become revenue of 
the King, or revenue of the Executive, or revenue for carrying on the Govern- 
ment (or in any governmental sense revenue at all—until it has become in the 
same way, to wit: By appropriation, the revenue of the Executive. It is the 
Executive alone in either Government which can disburse money. 

In New Jersey, South Carolina, and Virginia, at the time of the Constitution, 
all money bills must originate in the house of representatives of the State, and 
could not be even amended in the upper house. 

For further study of this question, turn to First Congressional Annals (vol. 1, 
pp. 592, 593, and 597, and pp. 603, 605, and 617). Turn to the Twenty-second 
Congressional Debates (vol. XIV, pt. 1, pp. 1152 and 1155 and p. 522), and Forty- 
first Congressional Debates (3d sess., Appendix, p. 265), both of which are quoted 
in note 1 of Hinds’ Precedents, volume 2, page 951. 

In April 1872, Mr. Dawes, of Massachusetts, reported a resolution citing what 
occurred in the House on June 25, 1789, during the First Congress, and says: 
“Madison, Livermore, Gerry, Lawrence, and Tucker contended that the sole right 
of originating money bills belonged to the House—this was an appropriation 
bill—but that this clause coerced all appropriation bills, because an appropria- 
tion bill was an appropriation of the money raised by the revenue powers of the 
Government, and therefore was included; and since that time, as we all know, 
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the appropriation bills of the Government and general supply bills have originated 
uniformly in the House of Representatives, with perhaps a single exception, which 
I will note later, and which failed to pass.” (See Hinds’ Precedents, vol. 2, 
p. 958, where the above is set forth.) 

The J. Proctor Knott House resolution on February 2, 1871, had no reference to 
a general appropriation bill; it concerned a bill to “purchase lots adjoining the 
new building for Bureau of Printing and Engraving.” It was in no sense a supply 
bill. I cite this because it has been frequently quoted on the other side. But even 
here the utmost that can be contended is that the House never acted upon the 
resolution. (See Hinds’ Precedents, vol. 2, pp. 971 and 972, top; the views of the 
minority, ibid.. 972, 973.) 

Mr. Garfield’s language. (Congressional Record, vol. 16, pt. 2, p. 954.) Pro- 
ceedings of the House quoted by Hammond right afterward prove that Gartield 
was right about what happened in the House, and the proceedings there do not 
admit of the explanation attempted to be made by Hammond. The distinction 
was made in what the House did between general appropriation bills, or supply 
bills, on the one hand, and special appropriation bills on the other. 

If the reader will turn to Webster’s Dictionary of 1840 and Worcester'’s Dic- 
tionary of 1845, both of them American, he will find that they bear out exactly 
the opposite contention to that in behalf of which Hammond quotes them, and 
that in both cases they confine the meaning of the word “revenue” to “income 
for public use” and “income for the payment of national expenses.” 

In no event can money in the Treasury become “income for public use”; that 
is, be available for the Executive for use or become available for “the payment 
of national expenses,” except by force of appropriation. These phrases are right, 
and money not made available by appropriation “for public use” or “for the pay- 
ment of national expenses” is not Government revenue. It is simply money lying 
inert in the Treasury. It belongs to the people, of course, but it cannot be 
constitutionally used by “the Government.” 

Mr. President, if the Senate can constitutionally originate general appropria- 
tion bills when money is in the Treasury, then it can do the same thing when 
there is no money in the Treasury; and thus this body, representing the States 
and not the people—representing chiefly the smaller States—could force either 
Federal insolvency—not to be thought of—or else could force the House to levy 
new or additional taxes; thus force the House to originate tax bills. The two 
things hang together. If this Senate could originate general supply bills, then it 
could commit the Government to a course of expenditure that would coerce the 
House not only into originating but into passing tax bills. 

As Seward well says, speaking of the long practice under which the House 
aiways insisted upon and the Senate always conceded—the right of the House 
to originate general appropriation bills: 

“This (practice) could not have been accidental: it was therefore designed. 
The design and purpose were those of the contemporaries of the Constitution 
itself. It evinces their understanding of the subject, which was that bills of a 
general nature for appropriating the public money or for laying of taxes or 
burdens on the people, direct or indirect in their operation, belonged to the 
province of the House of Representatives.” (See Congressional Record, vol. 16, 
pl. 2, p. 959.) 

He added— 

“If this power be confined to the one and not to the other—that is, to the levy- 
ing of taxes to get money, but not to its expenditure—then the right is useless, 
because we change revenue laws so seldom.” 

This criticism of Seward’s is correct, although it was made in view of what 
occurred later and not of what was in the minds of the framers of the Constitu- 
tion. I believe it is not too much to say that in the minds of the framers of the 
Constitution, a bill to raise revenue was a budget; that is, a bill levying taxes 
and at the same time appropriating the proceeds of the levy, because such was 
the contemporaneous practice. 

Mr. Sumner, of Massachusetts, said that he regarded the Senate origination 
of general appropriation bills as “a departure from the spirit of the Constitu- 
tion” (ibid.). 

Mr. Hinds, in his incomparable work, in a note at the bottom of page 973, 
volume 2, concerning the question of the right of the House to originate general 
appropriation or supply bills, says: “But while there has been a dispute as to 
the theory, there has been no deviation from the practice that the general 
appropriation bills originate in the House of Representatives.’ He expressly uses 
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this phrase as contradistinguished from special bills appropriating for single, 
specific purposes. 

It is well to remember in this connection the Hurd resoiution of January 13, 
1885, which was laid on the table in the House. The fact that it was laid upon 
the table has been quoted very frequently, but the resolution was directed at 
Senate bill 398 (the Blair educational bill). It was not a supply bill, but a bill 
of specific appropriation; not a bill for carrying on the Government any more 
than a bill making appropriation for a public building would be a bill for carrying 
on the Government. 








